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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. J. ©, Fox will be the chief clerk in attendance during the 
earlier portion of the Long Vacation. 





WE ARE INFORMED, on authority, that there is no likeli- 
hood of any rules being issued for carrying out the recommen- 
ta of the Council of Judges until, at the earliest, Easter, 


For THE GREATER convenience of the profession practising 
before the Vacation Judge in chambers, Mr. Justice Bruce has 
arranged to hear urgent summonses which may come before 
him in Chancery Court No. 2 instead of in his private room. 
The first day for the hearing of these summonses is Wednesday, 
the 17th inst., at 10.30. On subsequent Wednesdays the hour 
will be 10 o’clock when necessary. 





Tue NAMES and dates of call to the bar of the new Queen’s 
Counsel are as follow :—Mr. James Perroner Asprvaut (North- * 
Eastern Circuit), 1867 ; Mr. Josepx Watton (Northern Circuit), 
1868; Mr. James Forrest Furron (Common Serjeant of the 
City of London), 1872; Mr. Aset Tomas (South Wales and 
Chester Circuit), 1873; Mr. Cuartes Bemsy Srvartr-WortTLey 
(Under-Secretary Home Department), 1876; Mr. Herserr 
Parker Reep (Western Circuit), 1877; and Mr. Wi1iam 
Epwarp Davison (Legal Assistant Foreign Office), 1879. 





Tur Annvat Provincial Meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society will be held this year on the 4th and 5th of October in the 
Assembly Room of the Agricultural Hall, Norwich. On the 4th 
of October the Mayor of Norwich will welcome the members, 
after which the president (Mr. Ricnarp Penntnoron) will take 
the chair and deliver his address, which will be followed by the 
reading and discussion of papers. In the evening the members 
attending the meeting will dine together. The tickets for the 
dinner will be 25s. each. On Wednesday, the 5th of October, 
the reading and discussion of papers will be continued, and in 
the evening the Mayor of Norwich and the Mayoress will 
receive the president and members of the society at St. Andrew’s 
Hall. Arrangements will probably be made for excursions on 
the 6th of October, including one through the Norfolk Broads 
to Great Yarmouth, where the members will be received by the 








Mayor of Yarmouth. Each member will be entitled to take 
| one lady to the mayor’s reception and to the excursions. Mem- 
| bers who wish to attend the meeting should so inform Dr. E. E. 
| Biyru, the secretary to the reception committee, on or before 
‘the Ist of September, and those members who wish to read 
| papers should so inform Mr. E. W. Wit11amson, the secre 

to the Incorporated Law Society, on or before the 8th of 
| September. The meeting is likely to be largely attended, 
and as the question of Officialism and the Resolutions of the 
Council of Judges are sure to be discussed it ought to be an 
interesting one. 





We piscuss elsewhere the resolutions and report of the 
Council of Judges, but the proposals as to costs deserve separate 


7 | treatment. It is recommended that the present rules as to costs 


on the higher scale shall be abolished. It will be remembered 
that in the rules of 1883 numerous changes were made in the 
lower scale, generally in the direction of raising the fees, while 
the alterations made in the higher scale were slight. But the 
| discretion of the judge as to the application of the latter scale 
was rigorously fettered, and was confined to cases where there 
existed ‘‘ special grounds arising out of the nature and import- 
ance or the difficulty or urgency of the case.” Then the judges 
a still further to restrict the application of the scale by 
olding that in order that it should be allowed it was not 
sufficient that the case should be one of “difficulty and import- 
ance ’’; there must be “ special grounds arising” in one of the 
three ways mentioned in the rule ( Villtamson v. Verth Stefford- 
shire Railway Co. 32 Ch. D. 399; The Horace, 9 P. D. 86). In 
Paine v. Chisholm (39 W. R. 353) Lord Justice Fry laid it down 
that the words “‘ special’ grounds” were not intended to a 
unless there was ‘‘something peculiar in the case.” And 
Esuer, M.R.,, in the same case, said that the ting of costs 
on the higher scale “‘ought to be regarded with strictness and 
rarely exercised.” His avowal of a wish that the difference 
between the higher and lower scale were abolished probably 
indicates the source of the resolution of the Council of Judges. 
There is no doubt that the impossibility of defining the precise 
meaning of ‘special grounds” renders the exercise of the 
judicial discretion a trqublesome and difficult matter, and after 
the expressions of the Court of Appeal in the case last referred 








to, it is probable that the higher scale would have inky 
fallen into desuetude, even if it were not expressly aboli 


42 








706 ; THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





There seems, therefore, to be no great reason to object to the 
proposed change, provided the lower scale is not reduced. It is 
difficult to judge of the intentions of the council in this respect 
from the vague language of the resolutions and report, but, so 
far as expressions go, there seems to be nothing to indicate an 
intention to reduce the lower scale. 





Nor ony costs on the higher scale, but also the distinction 
between solicitor and client costs and party and party costs is to 
be abolished. Resolution 70 provides that ‘‘the costs allowed 
in litigious matters shall be all those which have been reasonably 
incurred by the client”; while resolution 72 provides that 
“‘ taxation in the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Division shall be 
assimilated as far as possible.” There are apparently two 
important results which will follow if these resolutions are 
carried out. First, the granting of solicitor and client costs in 
matters of equitable jurisdiction (see Andrews v. Barnes, 39 
Ch. D. 133) will be abolished. This is not expressly referred to 
in the report. And, secondly, it would at first sight seem that 
the practice of giving only party and party costs against an 
unsuccessful litigant is to cease. Upon this the report says, 
“‘The council have considered the practice as to the taxation 
and payment of costs which at present distinguishes costs as 
between solicitor and client from costs as between party and 
party ; and they think that such distinction cannot be justified 
by reason. If the losing party in litigation ought to pay the 
costs of his successful opponent, he ought to pay all the costs 
reasonably incurred by that opponent. The costs taxed as 
between the parties ought, therefore, to include all the costs 
incurred by the successful party in the reasonable prosecution of 
the dispute.” We heartily agree in principle with this pro- 
posal, but we confess we are not sanguine about seeing it 
carried into effect in the spirit indicated by the first portion of 
the above extract from the report. It is to be observed that the 


council carefully refrain from recommending that costs as | 


between solicitor and client, as at present understood, should be 
allowed to the successful litigant ; the costs to be allowed him 
are “all the costs reasonably incurred,” or ‘the costs incurred 

in the reasonable prosecution of the dispute.” No 
more precise indication is given of what costs will be considered 
reasonable. Do costs incurred in the reasonable prosecution of 


the dispute mean such costs only as are necessary to enable | 


the adverse party to conduct the litigation? If so, no change 


will be made, for this is the precise definition of party and | 


y costs given by Marrs, V.C., in Smith v. Buller (L. R. 19 

q-, at p. 475). Or, on the other hand, are charges merely for 
conducting the litigation more conveniently—what the Vice- 
Chancellor called ‘“‘luxuries”—to be allowed? This would 
seem to accord much more nearly with the language of the 
above extract from the report, but if this was meant, why did 
not the council say that costs as between solicitor and client are 
to be allowed? We cannot divest ourselves of a suspicion that 
the “reasonable” costs of the successful party will, when the 
recommendations of the council are carried into effect, be found 
to be remarkably like the present party and party costs, and 


that the relief to the successful litigant will be afforded at the | 


— of his solicitor under the provision next to be con- 
idered. 

Osz Of THE Most important of the proposals is that which 
deprives a solicitor of all costs beyond “those which have been 
reasonably incurred by the client,” unless the written authority 
of the client is obtained for incurring further costs. The words 
of the resolution (71) are as follow: “‘No further costs shall be 
payable by the party to his own solicitor, unless after full ex- 


he has chosen to incur them, and has agreed to do so 


in writing to his solicitor.” The report explains this provision 
as follows :—*‘ As all the reasonable costs of the successful party 
will be paid by the losing party, there ought to be no further 
costs payable by the successful party to his own solicitor, unless 
after fall warning and explanation he has elected to incur them.” 
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cases. If this proposal is carried out, there will be three 
requisites to a solicitor’s being able to claim from his client any- 
thing beyond the undefined ‘‘ costs reasonably incurred.” First, 
a “full explanation,” or according to the report “ full warning,” 
must be given by the solicitor to his client. Full explanation 
or warning of what? Neither the resolution nor the report tells 
us, but it may be presumed that the explanation or warning is 
to be that the client, if successful, will not be able to recover the 
expenditure from his opponent. ‘ Full explanation” would 
also seem to include a statement of the probable amount of the 
expenditure and the reasons for it. Secondly, the explanation 
or warning must be given defore the costs are incurred by the 
solicitor, and there must be a specific explanation or warning 
with regard to each separate item of expenditure. The solicitor 
will have to continually bear in mind the standard of “ costs 
reasonably incurred,” and before he ventures to transgress it in 
the slightest degree he must give his solemn explanation or 
warning, and obtain a written authority from his client. In the 
case of a client of roving habits, or a dilatory client, or a client 
who hates to be pestered with letters from his solicitor, the 
result of the frequent applications which will be necessary in a 
heavy and difficult litigation may be imagined. Everything 
will be hung up until the authority can be obtained ; the solici- 
tor will be unable to act on an emergency, however strongly he 
may feel or be advised that the extra expenditure is desirable ; 
the client will never be persuaded that his own delay or refusal 
to incur extra costs is to blame for the imperfect getting up of 
the case ; hence the result will be dissatisfaction all round. All 
we can hope for is that the dissatisfaction may also be felt by 
the judge who tries the action, in which case the rule based on 
the above-mentioned resolution will be speedily rescinded. And, 
thirdly, the client must “agree in writing ¢o his solicitor”’ to 
incur the extra costs. What agreeing “to” his solicitor may 
mean we do net venture to affirm; it would appear that, among 
other changes, the council contemplate the abolition of the 
English language. But it is plain that if this resolution is 
| carried into effect every solicitor will, for the purpose of taxa- 
| tion, have to preserve a record of each explanation or warning, 
| and of each agreement in writing, by the client ‘‘ to his solicitor.” 





THE RESOLUTIONS as to costs in the Chancery Division propose, 
| first of all, that ‘‘ the costs occasioned by any unsuccessful claim 
or unsuccessful opposition to any claim to any property under 
any deed or will shall not be paid out of the estate, unless the 
judge shall otherwise direct.” No distinction, it will be 
observed, is expressly made in this resolution between a reason- 
able claim or opposition to a claim and an unreasonable one ; 
but the last clause is probably intended to enforce the distinc- 
tion. As I#rd Justice Bowen once said (Butcher v. Pooler, 24 
Ch. D., at p. 280), “‘a claim may be reasonable, though it turns 
out to be ill-founded. If it is reasonable, whether owing to 
obscurity in the [deed in question in the case], or to any other 
circumstances, it is reasonable that the expenses occasioned by 
it should be paid out of the estate.” It remains to be seen 
whether this principle will continue to be applied in the adminis- 
| tration of the rule by which the above-mentioned resolution will 
be carried out. It is next proposed that ‘the costs of inquiries 
| to ascertain the person or persons entitled to any legacy, money, 
|or share of any fund shall be paid out of such legacy, money, 
| or share, unless the judge shall otherwise direct.” Hitherto, 
| of course, the costs of construing a will, though the question may 
| affect only a single legacy or share, have been payable out of the 
| residue (Houlton v. Beard, 3 De G.M. & G. 608), and in Re 
| Reeve’s Trusts (4 Ch. D. 841) Jessex, M.R., applied the same 
rule to the costs of proving the pedigrees of persons entitled to 
|share in a residue. Sir R. P. Anven, M.R., in 1800, described 
this rule as ‘‘ very hard” (Barton v. Cooke, 5 Vos., at p. 463a) ; 
and, apart from the technical rule applicable to wills, that there 
| is no residue until the entire costs of administration are paid, 
there seems no substantial ground for the maintenance of the 
|rule. The last proposal as to costs in the Chancery Division 
| practically follows from that just considered. It is that “‘ where 








Here the council are thinking only of the costs of a successful | some of the persons entitled to a distributive share of a fund 
party, and there is nothing in the report about the same rule | are ascertained, and difficulty or delay has occurred, or is likely 
applying to the loving party. But the terms of the resolution | to occur, in ascertaining the persons entitled to the other shares, 
are general, and of cwurse the same rule must apply to both | the court or a judge may order or allow immediate payment of 
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their shares to the persons ascertained, without reserving any 
part of those shares to answer the subsequent costs of ascer- 
taining the persons entitled to the other shares. And in all 
such cases such order may be made for ascertaining and payment 
of the costs incurred down to and including the payment as to 
the court or the judge shall seem reasonable.” 





Awone the various recommendations to be found in the resolu- 
tions of the judges, that which relates to the necessity of 
another judge being appointed to the Chancery Division will 
receive from the profession and the public unqualified approval. 
Upon the other recommendations viating to the Chancery Divi- 
sion opinions are by no means favourable. The articles which 
have appeared in the Times, described as being penned “ by a 
member of the bench,”’ contain the clearest indications of being 
the production of a judge of the Queen’s Bench Division. No 
judge of the Chancery Division would, we venture to affirm, 
have described each of the four chancery judges as the 
‘‘monarch of a separate department, and having, like the minor 
sovereigns of Germany, his little army of officials.” This sort 
of attack on the chambers of the Chancery judges can only be 
made for the purpose of prejudice, seeing that no alteration is 
recommended in the present state of matters so far as concerns 
the chief clerks. On the contrary, the system is, in accordance 
with the expressed desire of the chancery judges, to be retained. 
The plan of amalgamating the offices of the registrars and the 
taxing masters is not a matter which commends itself to the 
favourable consideration of those members of the profession 
who are conversant with the practice. In the estimation of 
those who are entitled to express an opinion, it would seriously 
impair the uniformity which now exists should any a be 
made which would attach any particular registrar especially to 
any one judge. The rota which enables the registrars to carry 
from court to court the experience gained in the course of their 
varied duties is of the greatest service, as the chancery judges 
have frequently testified, in maintaining that continuity and 
uniformity in practice which must be admitted to be eminently 
desirable. As regards the taxing masters, it is beyond dispute 
that the duties which devolve on them fully occupy their time, 
and the mode by which the work of the office is divided 
between them appears to provide the best means of insuring 
that it shall be got hacia as quickly as possible. If a taxing 
master or two were attached to each judge it would frequently 
happen that while some were overwhelmed with work others 
would be comparatively idle. But there are other and more 
serious reasons why a taxing master should in his duties be 
governed, not by the opinions and idiosyncrasies of one judge in 
particular, but that he should be able to carry on his’ duties in 
accordance with the current of judicial decisions as shewn by 
the general result of the views of various judges, and not by 
those of one alone. It results, therefore, that the independence 
of the taxing masters, as it at present exists, ought, on principle, 
to be maintained. On similar grounds it would be a misfortune 
if the registrars were to be individually tied down to draw up 
the orders of a judge who should dictate what evidence might 
be sufficient to support any particular matter requiring to be 
proved, and who should require his orders to be drawn up in 
such a manner as might not prove acceptable to the court before 
which they may be reviewed. At present the judges leave to 
the registrars a considerable portion of the duty of seeing that 
the evidence brought forward is such as the practice of the court 
and the law requires, and of seeing that the wording of orders 
is in accordance with the requirements of each case. This duty, 
as a rule, the —- is enabled, from his experience, to carry 
out, and seldom has to resort to the judge for further guidance. 
It would be undesirable that the registrars should each of them 
get into a groove such as they weal be likely to fall into if 

subject to the ideas of one judge alone. It appears, therefore, 
to be of the utmost importance that the independence of the 
registrars as now existing should be maintained. One other 
recommendation is deserving of notive, it is that the office copies 
of orders should only contain the operative part. It is not at 
all clear what this moans, but if it means that no evidence 
should be read in a chancery order, we may anticipate that the 
consensus of opinion on this subject will, in the solicitor branch 


WE REcENTLY referred (ante, p. 676) to the case of Porls & 
Co. v. Saalfeld (40 W. R. 548; 1892, 2 Ch. 149) in which the 
Court of Appeal held a covenant in restraint of trade to be void 
as being more stringent than was reasonably required. Another 
case, Badische Anilin und Soda Fabrik vy. Schott and Legner, on the 
same subject has now been pares yr the ¢ Curry, J., and it raises 
a question which has been a good deal discussed in recent years. 
The older cases undoubtedly favour the notion that a restraint 
which is unlimited in _ of space is necessarily unreasonable, 
and therefore bad, and in Allsopp v. Wheatcroft (L. R. 15 Eq. 59) 
Wickens, V.C., regarded the cases as laying down the rule that 
‘‘a covenant not to carry on a lawful trade, unlimited as to 

e, is on the face of it void.” But in Leather Cloth Co. v. 

sont (L. R. 9 Eq., at p. 353) James, V.C., intimated that there 
was no irrebuttable presumption to this effect, and that the sole 
test was whether the restraint was, in fact, unreasonable. In 
Rousillon vy. Rousillon (14 Ch. D. 351) Fry, J., had to decide 
between these conflicting decisions, and he followed the opinion 
of James, V.C. In this case, as well as in Allsopp v. Wheatcroft, 
there was a limit as to time, although none as to a and hence 
the two decisions are irreconcilable. In Davies v. Davies (36 W. R. 
86) the further question arose whether the covenant might be 
reasonable, although unlimited both in time and in space, but, 
though Fry, L.J., stated that he ed this as open to discus- 
sion, Corron and Bowen, L.JJ., held that such a covenant was 
necessarily bad, Corron, L.J., distinguishing -Rousillon v. 
Rousilion on the ground that in that case there was a, limit as to 
time, and hence the covenant could not be said to be entirely 
unlimited, and Leather Cloth Co. v. Lorsont upon — peculiar 
to itself. In the present case before Currry, J., the covenant 
was restricted in point of time but unrestricted in space ; hence, 
as under the circumstances the latter restriction was held to be 
reasonable, it was easy to follow Rousillon v. Rousillon and 
maintain the validity of the covenant. It would seem, therefore, 
that while there is a general rule that the covenant must be 
reasonable, there is not now any further rule that to be reason- 
able it must necessarily be limited in point of space. Possibly 
it must be limited in some respect, either in time or in space, or 
otherwise, though even this is not altogether certain, and the 
law may yet be settled that the sole test is whether the covenant 
is in fact reasonable or not, quite apart from any hard and fast 
rule that it must be in some way limited. 





Tue case of Johnston v. Watson (reported elsewhere) shews 
that a judgment obtained in Ireland cannot for all pw be 
made available in this country, and in cular a judgment 
summons cannot be issued on it under the Debtors ct, 1869. 
At first sight the result seems to be opposed to section 1 of the 
Judgments Extension Act, 1868. According to this, where a 
judgment has been obtained in the Queen’s Bench Division in 
Treland a certificate of the judgment can be : in the 
Queen’s Bench Division in England (in substitution for the 
Court of Common Pleas mentioned in the Act), “and all pro- 
ceedings shall and may be had and taken on such certificate, as 
if the judgment of which it is a certificate had been a judgment 
originally obtained or entered up on the date of such registra- 
tion as aforesaid in the court in which it is so registered.” This 
certainly looks as though the judgment, when registered in 
England, was to be as effectual for all purposes as if it had 
been originally obtained in England, and 2 sag ogg =. it should 
be possible to take Rroceodingts on it under the Debtors Act, 
1869. Itis ible, however, that the general words of section 
1 of the Judgments Extension Act are controlled by the pro- 
vision of section 4, ing to which the Queen’s Bench 
Division in land, substituted as above for the Court of 
Common Pleas, is to exercise the same control and jurisdiction 
over any judgment or any certificate of judgment registered 


under the Act as it has over any judgment obtained here, ‘‘ but 
in so far only as relates to execution under this A I 
perhaps, a little doubtful whether this is sufficiently definite to 


» 


It is, 


out down the clear provision of section 1, that may 
be taken on the certificate as though the j ent were an 


English one, but Potzocx, B., seems to have been of opinion 
that such was the effect of section 4, and as 
mons was not an execution he held that he had no } 


the judgment sum- 





of the profession, if not with the bar, be decidedly adverse. 


|and dismissed it. 
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THE POLICY OF THE SETTLED LAND ACTS. 


Hap it been necessary in the case of the sale of the Savernake 
Estate to obtain the sanction of the court in regard to the whole 
of the property, the decision of the House of Lords would 
have been perfectly intelligible. As it is, it seems to be 
just a little mystifying. The short facts were that the 
tenant for life had an absolute power of disposing of 33,000 
acres, subject only to his duty, under section 53 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, to act as a trustee for all parties 
entitled under the settlement. There remained the mansion- 
house and demesne lands, covering some 7,000 acres, and these 
he could not sell without the consent of the trustees or the 
sanction of the court. 

We may put on one side the circumstance that a higher price 
could be f omhes’ for the whole than if each part was sold 
separately. Had the tenant for life been entitled to any con- 
sideration, this might have turned the scale in his favour, but 
by his conduct he had put himself out of court. If the remain- 
dermen were willing to forego this advantage, there is no 
reason in the world why it should be forced upon them. So it 
ought to be possible to put on one side the condition of the 
tenantry on the 33,000 acres. If the tenant for life had been 
unable to sell the whole estate, it would not have followed that 
he must have remained owner of this part. With the consent 
of his incumbrancers, he could have disposed of it at any time, 
and had he found it unprofitable to retain it, he would probably 
have done so. The Settled Land Act was doubtless, as the 
Lord Chancellor says, intended “to release the land from the 
fetter of the settlement, to render it a marketable commodity 
notwithstanding the settlement.”” And as to the land in general 
no one has suggested the contrary. It is true that in the case 
of incumbered estates the Act has effected this object in a very 
half-hearted way, and it is questionable whether it can be 
properly described as in any sense an ‘“‘Incumbered Estates 
Act.” It is of the essence of such an Act that a sale should 
prevail over the rights of incumbrancers, who tuke instead a 
claim upon the purchase-money; but under the Settled Land 
Act (apart from section 5 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881) in- 
cumbered estates are very difficult to deal with, as the incum- 
brancers must either concur, or be paid off, or the purchaser 
must take subject to the incumbrances. However, in the 
present instance this is immaterial, as the incumbrancer on the 
interest of the tenant for life was anxious to concur in a sale of 
the whole, and would doubtless have assented to a sale of a part 
if a proper price could have been obtained. 

So far, then, as the tenants were concerned, they would 
probably have got a new landlord without the intervention of 
the court, or at worst they would have held under a mortgagee, 
who, in his own interest, must have preserved the estate from 

ing into decay. All that the court really had to do was to 

ider the sale of the mansion-house and demesne lands, and 
in regard to this the condition of the rest of the estate does not 
seem very relevant. If the tenant for life could not keep it up, 
this was solely his own fault. If it would be diecdusel, before 
it came to the remaindermen, this was immaterial if they 
preferred to run that risk sooner than lose the family seat 
altogether. It is difficult to conceive why any fetter was put 
upon the sale of mansion-houses if it was not to secure due regard 
to the interests of remaindermen. Public policy may require 
that land in general should be marketable; but it does not require 
ift tenants for life should compel a sale of the family 
mansion. When it is — this that is in question it is quite 
enough forthe court to hold the balance between the parties 
successively entitled, and there is no indication in the Act that 

external circumstances are to be considered. The state of 
the family may be such that the immediate owner is entitled to 
» as against those who will come after him. This gives 
sufficient scope for the intervention of the court, and the policy 
of the Act does not seem to contemplate an hing further. 
Jn the contrary, while it enables the settled land in general 
to be thrown on the market, it declines to extend this to 
insheicm-hsruses, and the court is in a safer ition if it 
regards itself as 2 trustee for the ies entitled than if it 
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THE REPORT OF THE COUNCIL OF JUDGES. 
I. 


Tae report of the Council of Judges, and the resolutions 
grounded upon it, have at length been published, and it is 
clear that the council, after having allowed their powers to 
remain so long in abeyance, have now given themselves with no 
little zest to the task which the Legislature has imposed upon 
them. The report deals in succession with each department of 
our system of procedure, and recommends a comprehensive 
scheme of remedies for defects, many of which have been for 
years sufficiently obvious. The waste of judicial time on circuit ; 
the abuse of interlocutory proceedings in common law actions; 
the disappearance of mercantile business; the block in the 
Chancery Division, and the separation of the different depart- 
ments of the chief clerks, the registrars, and the taxing masters ; 
the inadequacy of party and party costs to reimburse a success- 
ful litigant; the possibility of successive appeals in trivial 
matters, and the unnecessary length of time allowed for appeal- 
ing in all matters; these are things as to which there cannot be 
two opinions; and where the resolutions can be carried into 
effect without the intervention of the Legislature, it is to be 
hoped that the necessary steps will at once be taken. Other 
changes also are proposed which must either be regarded as 
experimental, or which extend in new directions principles 
of procedure already introduced. To the former class be- 
longs the summons for directions, which it seems to be 
supposed will enable the whole course of an action to be 
settled within a few days, or, at most, weeks, of its commence- 
ment; to the latter the application of procedure by originat- 
ing summons to the construction of documents generally, 
and the introduction of orders for administration under the 
supervision of the court after the fashion of winding-up orders 
of that nature. 

1, The circuit system.—In this a radical change is proposed. 
The criminal assizes are to remain untouched, partly, no doubt, 
because it is expedient to bring the visible embodiment of the 
law into all parts of the country, and partly, as the council 
intimate, because, owing to the grand jury system, the witnesses 
in all criminal cases must be present in the assize town on tlie 
first, or, at latest, on the second day of the assizes. But at last 
the solemn farce of judges going to towns to look for civil 
business which is perfectly well known to be practically non- 
existent is to be ended. Nothing could be more significant than 
the list given in resolution 9 of the average number of causes 
tried at each assizes during the last four years at thirty-eight 
towns where the civil business is now to be discontinued. At nine- 
teen places the number is one or less; at eight it is two; and 
the highest are Stafford and Lewes with six each, and Maidstone 
with seven. The first feature in the proposed arrangement is 
that the civil*business of those towns which are within a con- 
venient distance of the metropolis is to be brought there for 
trial. This at once transfers to London the business on the 
South-Eastern circuit, an exception being made, however, in 
favour of Norwich, which is retained as a civil business centre 
on account of its geographical position. This simplification 
having been effected, the next point is the division of the 
long winter and summer assizes into two parts. During the first 

rt two judges will go to the civil business towns, Carlisle, 

nchester, and Liverpool on the Northern circuit, two to 
Newcastle, Durham, York, and Leeds on the North-Eastern, 
and two to Nottingham, Birmingham, Winchester, Exeter, and 
Bristol on the Midland and Western. For the purposes of 
civil business the Oxford circuit disappears. The sia judges thus 
on circuit will take both civil and criminal business at these 
ome and there will be left nine judges for common law 
business in London. After about a month’s absence in January 
and February and in June respectively, these will return, and 
then seven judges will leave town for the criminal work. At 
the same time, however, they will take the civil business at cer- 
tain towns, such as Norwich and Bodmin, exceptionally situated, 
and also apparently, yey, = the scheme does not explicitly state 
this, at C and at Cardiff or Swansea for the Welsh cir- 
cuits. In addition there will be criminal assizes as at present 
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Liverpool in the spring, and for those towns and Leeds in the 
autumn. 

Of course, the great advantage of the grouping of towns for 
civil business is the saving of judicial time which will be thereby 
effected. At no time will more than seven judges be absent 
from London together. But the probable increase of business 
at each place makes the occasion a suitable one for introducing 
a reform which will be much appreciated. At Liverpool, Man- 
chester, and other large towns a daily cause list is already 
issued, and the same is to be done in future at each place where 
civil business is taken. This will effect a great saving of ex- 
pense in the matter of witnesses, and will be welcome alike both 
to solicitors and counsel. A further concession is made by the 
repeal of R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 36, r. 22 b, and it is proposed that 
causes may be entered at assize towns up to 6 p.m. on the day 
before the trial of causes isto begin. In considering the amount 
of business which is likely to be found at the towns selected for 
civil assizes it is important to notice that by resolution 31 the 
place of trial in all common law actions is to be at such town 
(where actions are tried) as shall be the least expensive and 
most convenient, and this is to be determined by the master on 
the summons for directions. The probable result will be that 
many actions will be sent to the country which at present come 
to London, and ultimately it may be found practicable to arrange 
for more frequent sittings than are at present contemplated. 
The change now proposed is in the interest both of town and 
country suitors, but the provinces probably will accept it as only 
an instalment of what is their due. 

2. Procedure in the Queen’s Bench Division —The object of the 
proposed changes in procedure in the Queen’s Bench Division 
is, first, to ascertain as speedily as possible what are the real 
issues between the parties, and how such issues shall be tried ; 
and, secondly, to put a check upon interlocutory proceedings. 
As to the latter point, important restrictions are to be placed on 
interrogatories and inspection of documents. Interrogatories 
are not to be allowed at all unless the master thinks them 
necessary for the fair trial of the action or to save expense ; and 
the same test is to be adopted for affidavits of documents and 
inspection of documents. oreover, in the case of business 
books, inspection is, unless the master otherwise orders, to be 
replaced by an affidavit, and by extracts or copies similar to 
those required under the Bankers’ Books Evidence Acts. 

With regard to the general course of the action, everything 
is to depend on the summons for directions. Under order 30 it 
has hitherto been competent for the parties to obtain guidance 
in this manner, but it has rarely been thought advisable to do 
so. It has evidently been the general opinion that the inter- 
ference of the master or judge to regulate the action was 
useless. Whether with this experience it is wise to make such 
interference compulsory is a matter which is not altogether 
clear, and the working of this part of the scheme, should 
it take effect, will be wate with special interest. <A 
plaintiff is to be bound within fourteen days after ap- 
pearance either to apply for judgment under order 14 
or to take out a summons for Seattieae. In the former 
case, if leave, whether conditional or unconditional, is given 
to defend, the master may order the cause to be set down 
for trial, and may direct the mode and place of trial; and 
he is also to be empowered to order such cases to be put 
into a special list a » to be tried forthwith. When a sum- 
mons for directions is taken out, the matters to which 
it may relate, and as to which the master may make 
orders, are the following: — Pleadings (that is, whether 
pleadings shall be allowed or not), particulars, admissions, 
affidavits of documents, inspection, including inspection of 
real or nal property, interrogatories, commissions, place 
and mode of trial, wah other interlocutory matters, except as 
otherwise provided, And the master is to be empowered to 
order at the same time that evidence of particular facts shall be 
, a by affidavit of information and belief, or by production of 
ocuments or copies of documents, or by entries in books, Of 
course, if there is any chance of the parties being able to ascer- 
tain all that they require in respect of the above matters within 
the time limited, the summons may be a convenient way of 
settling once for all the course which the litigation is to take. 


though successive summonses need not be taken out, yet there 
will often have to be a series of applications under the original 
summons. At the same time resolution 18 shews that such 
subsequent applications are to be looked on with disfavour, and 
any application which might have been made on the summons 
for directions is, if granted afterwards, to be granted at the cost 
of the party applying, unless the master otherwise directs. The 
result is, that pressure will be put upon the parties to ascertain 
as early as possible what the issues between them really are, 
and how they propose to obtain the necessary evidence ; and, 
although interlocutory applications may still occasionally be 
numerous, yet the tendency will be to diminish them and to 
accelerate the trial of the action. It remains to be seen, how- 
ever, whether the inconvenience to the parties of having to settle 
the details of the litigation offhand will not overbalance any 
gain to be otherwise derived from the change. With regard to 
appeals from the master to the judge, a change is introduced 
which will have the effect of securing them a more formal 
hearing than is now possible. It will be still competent for the 
parties to appear by a solicitor or a solicitor’s clerk, and, where 
either party elects so to do, the appeal will be heard, as now, in 
chambers; but where the appeal is attended by counsel on both 
sides, it is to go into a list and to be heard by the judge in 
court, and the judge in chambers is to be at liberty also, if he 
thinks fit, to transfer into court any case appealed from the 
master. 

8. The commercial list.—All changes which tend to simplify 
and expedite litigation may be expected to have some effect in 
attracting to the regular courts again cases which are now 
frequently referred to arbitration, but it is proposed to 
make a special effort in this direction by the establishment of 
a commercial court. All actions in it will of course be in the 
Queen’s Bench Division, and will be in general subject to the 
ordinary rules of procedure, but as to the trial a considerable 
innovation is to be introduced. It is proposed that there shall 
be a separate cause list for London, to be headed “ The Com- 
mercial List,” and in this list none but commercial causes 
are to entered. In the first instance the entry of causes is 
to be allowed or disallowed by the associate, but he may refer 
the question to one of the judges allocated to try the list, and 
from his determination there is to be no appeal. When once a 
case is in the commercial list it will have the advantage 
of being heard by one of two judges specially appointed 
for the purpose, and, except when these judges are away 
on circuit, they will be continuously engaged in disposin 
of the causes in the list. Moreover, a general jury pane 
is to be formed of persons conversant with commercial 
matters. How this last proposal is to be carried into effect 
is not stated. It might be done by taking only persons 
actually engaged in certain specified trades or profes- 
sions, or by confining the panel to particular districts in the 
City. In the result the council offer to commercial suitors, in 
common with others, the simplification of procedure in the 
initial stages of litigation, cashaling the restriction on inspection 
of business books, and the relaxation of the strict rules of 
evidence ; and, in addition, for the trial itself they offer ow 
qualified judges and juries and the prospect of an early date for 
hearing. ‘These measures should do something to revive confi- 
dence in the methods of the law, but it has to be remembered 
that decisions which carry at their back all the force of the 
State, and which themselves make the law for innumerable 
other cases which do not come before the courts, can never be 
arrived at by thie rough and ready methods which parties may 
be willing to assent to when the object is rather to obtain 
some settlement of the dispute than at a settlement which is 
legally defensible. 

4. Appeals.—The s 
portance. In the first 
matters of practice and 
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ae Questions affecting the mode in which the litigation is 
to be conducted are better dealt with by the judges before whom 
it is originated and carried on, and a court such as that indicated 
is most fitted to settle matters of practice and should command 
respect. As to interlocutory orders generally, there is to be no 
appeal at all from the judge in chambers or in court without 
the leave of the judge, but an exception is made in certain 
classes of cases of special importance—namely, where the 
liberty of the subject or the custody of infants is concerned ; in 
applications under order 14 where the judge has refused | 
unconditional leave to defend; where application is made to | 
set aside a writ for service out of the jurisdiction; and in | 
eases of prohibition, of injunctions and receiverships before 
judgment, of charging orders, and of commissions to ex- 
amine witnesses. In all these cases the present right of 
appeal will continue. But the change which will have the 
most important effect in bringing litigation to a speedy end is 
that which shortens the times within which an appeal can be 
presented. The time for interlocutory appeals, instead of 
twenty-one days, is to be eight days only, and the time for 
appealing from final judgments is to be two months instead of a 
ear. Moreover, the council recommend to the Appeal Com- 
mittee of the House of Lords that, in all cases except divorce 
cases, the time for appealing to that House shall be limited to 
three months. These intervals afford sufficient time for the 
parties to determine on the course they wish to take, and the 
change is likely to have a beneficial effect. We reserve for a 
future article the alterations proposed in the Chancery Division, 
and also the suggestions for a Court of Criminal Appeal. The 
latter have, of course, nothing to do with the main question 
before the judges, the reform of procedure; but as to the 
former we may notice the emphatic recommendation that 
another judge of the Chancery Division must be appointed. 
“The amount of business,” says the report, ‘‘is enormous, and 
the council are of opinion that the permanent aid of an 
additional judge in that division is essential. Without such aid 
the business of the Chancery Division cannot be brought under 
control.” The urgency of the matter has been known for 
years. It will scarcely be possible for the Government any 
longer to neglect it. 


REVIEWS. 


of an ordinary club, allowance is made for ground-rent (if any), 
mortgage or debenture interest, fire insurance, repairs (not exceeding 
ten per cent.), and one-fifth of the salary of the secretary, as 
receiver.” Mr. Jackson’s discussion of the exempting sub-sections 
is useful and practical, especially as to deductions and necessary 
outgoings, but we think there is a good deal more to be said as to 
the exemption of property ‘‘ legally appropriated and applied ‘ 
for any charitable purpose” than we find in his work. In addition 
to notes on the Act, the author gives a somewhat elaborate account 
of the history of the tax, from which we learn that, while Mr. 
Childers estimated its annual yield at £150,000, it has not produced 
more in gross receipts than about £42,000 in any year since its 
imposition, and that last year it produced only £38,808 6s. 2d. One 
object of the book is to suggest an extension of the duty, by means 
of a restriction of some of the existing exemptions, from which the 
author estimates that the yield might be increased by £200,000 a 
ear. In an appendix he gives the judgments in full in the seven 
cases which have been decided on the Act. 

Mr. Hewitt deals with the Act from the point of view of the 
lawyer, and discusses the meaning of the various provisions, not 
only with reference to the decisions which have occurred upon them, 
but also in the light of decisions on similar words or provisions in 
other Acts. He devotes much space to bringing together the 
decisions bearing, directly or indirectly, on the exemption clauses, 
and states the facts and decisions in each case in the form of a digest. 
The decision in Re Bootham Strays (ante, p. 395), although twice 
mentioned in the early part of the book, appears to have escaped 
notice in its bearing on the exemption relating to ‘‘ any charitable 
purpose”’; and Commissioners of Income Tax v. Pemsel (1891, A. 
C. 580) is treated as if unaffected by that decision. The value of 
the work both to the lawyer and the layman would have been 
increased if the writer had added to each of the more important 
notes a short summary of the conclusions derived from the various 
cases cited or digested. A full report of Commissioners of Income 
Tax v. Pemsel is given in the appendix. 


ANNUAL DIGESTS. 

THE ANNUAL DIGEST OF ALL THE REPORTED DECISIONS OF THE 
SvuPERIOnR COURTS DURING THE YEAR 1891. By JoHN MEws, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

THe CoMPLETE ANNUAL DIGEST OF EVERY REPORTED CASE IN ALL 
THE COURTS FOR THE YEAR 1891. Edited by ALFRED EMDEN, 
Barrister -at- Law. Compiled by HERBERT THompson, M.A., 
LL.M., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by W. A. Brice, M.A., LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

These are both very excellent digests. ‘To a considerable extent, 
of course, their general contents are the same. Each contains, in 
addition to the digest of cases, tables of cases affirmed, reversed, or 





CORPORATION DUTY. 

THe Corporation Dery: its History, Law, AND PRACTICE; WITH 
SUGGESTIONS FOR AN AMENDMENT AND EXTENSION OF THE ACT 
IMPOSING THE SAME. By Morton StTropE Jackson, of the 
Inland Revenue, Somerset House. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TOCORPORATION DUTY; On, THE 
DUTY oN THE INCOME OF THE PRoPERTY OF BopIEs CORPORATE 
AND UNINCORPORATE; AN EXAMINATION OF THE CUSTOMS AND 
IstaNpD REvENvE Act, 1885, WITH ESPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
Cats ror Exemption. By THomas Hewirt, Barrister-at-Law. 
Butterworths. 

At is rather remarkable that, after having been left for six years 
without any text-book on the Corporation Duty, the profession 
should all of a sudden be afforded the choice of two works, both of 
them by writers determined to spare no pains, according to their 
point of view, to afford a complete exposition of the provisions of 
the Act. 


_ Mr. Jackson has, as he says, known the Corporation Duty “ from 
its birth up,” and has worked upon it for many years in the daily 
course of official occupation. He may, therefore,’ be accepted as 


a safe guide to the meaning of the Act as understood at Somerset | 


House, and he deals with the various sections in a very clear and 
practical way. A good example is his summary of the liability of 
clubs in respect of the duty (p. 99). This, he says, “is confined, as 
a rule, to (1) the annual value of the club premises, if the freehold or 
leasehold interest is vested in the members; (2) the income derived from 
estate, such as interest received from money on deposit at a 

bank, or from any investment in Government or other securities. 
- + + Few clubs have any other property which is liable to 
Corporation Duty, though some are the owners of outlying house 
poperty and are liable in respect of the rents which they receive. 
are certain other clubs, however—like the Marylebone Cricket 


| varied. In Mr. Emden’s digest these are comprised in one list of 
| cases followed, overruled, or specially considered, with a table of cases 
| in the Digests for 1889 and 1590 which have since been decided on 
| appeal. In Mr. Mews’ digest they are divided into separate lists of 
| cases reported during 1888 and 1889 affirmed or reversed in 1891, and 
| cases reported during 1890 affirmed, reversed, or varied in 1891, and 
cases, generally, followed, not followed, approved, overruled, ques- 
| tioned, explained, distinguished, and commented on. The list in Mr. 
| Emden’s digest includes many cases not mentioned in Mr. Mews’ 
| tables. Each book contains a selection from the Irish cases, but Mr. 
| Emden’s work includes a selection of Scotch as well as Irish cases, 
| and references to American reports. When we come, however, to the 
arrangement of the cases in the digest, we find a wide difference. 

Mr. Mews aims at a scientifically-arranged digest, with comprehen- 

sive titles and sub-headings arranged according to the natural 

sequence of proceedings; while in Mr. Emden’s digest the sub- 
| headings are arranged in alphabetical order. The difference is shewn 
| by the division in each digest relating to “‘ Husband and Wife.” Mr. 
| Mews divides the subject into Marriage, Restitution of Conjugal 
| Rights, Judicial Separation and Divorce, Husband’s Rights and 
| Liabilities, Wife’s Property, Rights, and Liabilities, Actions against 
Married Women, and Marriage Settlements, and under two of these 
headings there are numerous sub-heads; while Mr. Emden’s divisions 
are Contract to Marry, Divorce, Husband’s Liability, Judicial Separa- 
tion, Marriage, Married Women’s Desertion Act, Married Women’s 
Property Act, Restitution of Conjugal Rights, Separation Deed, and 
Wife's Property, without any sub-headings. It seems to us that 
there is much advantage in Mr. Mews’ sub-headings, as leading the 
practitioner at once to the cluss of cases he wishes to consult. On 
the other hand, Mr. Emden’s digest includes, besides the cases in the 
various series of reports digested by Mr. Mews, the cases reported in 
the Weekly Notes, the Times Law leports, Browne and Macnamara’s 
Railway Cases, and the Official Reports of Patent Cases. It has also 


Club (Lord’s)—which derive an income from gate-money charged for | useful tables of statutes and of rules referred to in the various cases. 


ion to their grounds. This is income derived from real estate, 


and is lishle to duty. Upon the question of deductions, in the case | extensive in Mr. Emden’s 


The heading of ‘‘ Words” (by no means an unimportant one) is more 
igest than in Mr. Mews’ digest. 
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PARISH LAW. 
Suaw’s ParisH Law: BEING A GUIDE TO PARISH OFFICERS IN THE 


EXECUTION OF THEIR Duties. By J. F. ArcHBOLD, Barrister-at- 
Law. SEVENTH EpiTion. By J. THEODORE Dopp, Barrister-at- 


Law. Shaw & Sons. 
In bringing up to date this very complete digest of — law Mr. 
tion affecting 
If he 


Dodd has carefully incorporated or referred to the legis 
the subject since 1881, when the last edition was published. 
has erred it is in respect of over-anxiety to include everything which 
‘ may possibly bear on the matter under discussion. Thus, at page 82, 
with reference to the provision of section 12 of 19 & 20 Vict. c. 50 
for appointment of new trustees for the sale of an advowson belong- 
ing to inhabitants, &c., he inserts a reference to ‘‘ Trustee Act, 53 & 
54 Vict. c. 19” (meaning the Trustees Appointment Act, 1890). We 
do not see how any part of this Act, or of Peto’s Act (13 & 14 Vict. c. 
28), could apply to the appointment of new trustees under 19 & 20 
Vict. c. 50. In order to render Peto’s Act and the Act of 1890 applic- 
able there must be a place of religious worship, or a minister’s house, 
or land in the nature of a glebe, or a schoolhouse or hall, &c., vested 
in the trustees. And, while on this subject, we may call Mr. Dodd’s 
attention to a minor matter—viz., the necessity for careful revision of 
the years and chapters of the statutes referred to. In the table of 
statutes prefixed to the book there is a statement that “‘ 49 Vict. c. 19 
(National Debt)” is referred to at p. 377, whereas at that page we 
find 49 Vict. c. 19 described as relating to notice of the finding of 
bodies cast on shore from tidal or navigable waters, chapter 19 being 
here an error for chapter 20. In the portions of the work relating to 
highways and burials Mr. Dodd has made considerable additions, 
including a useful summary of the decisions on burial under the Act 
of 1880, and generally he has collected the recent decisions on the 
various matters referred to in the book. We think that the present 
edition will be found a comprehensive and useful digest of parish law. 





COMMON LAW. 
PRINCIPLES OF THE CoMMON LAW, INTENDED FOR THE USE OF 

STUDENTS AND THE PROFESSION. By JoHN INDERMAUR, Solicitor. 

Srxtu Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 

This well-known manual differs from most works of the kind in 
growing slightly smaller instead of larger in bulk in this new edition 
—a result due to the care with which the author, while introducing 
the new legislation and decisions necessary for the student, prunes 
out old matter of minor importance. This continual revision is the 
true way to keep up the success of the book, and in the present 
edition both the additions and the excisions have been made with 
skill and judgment. It strikes us that in a future edition it may be 
useful to give the names of all cases and statutes of importance in 
the text instead of relegating them to the notes. We should like to 
abolish footnotes in all law books, but in the case of a student’s work 
it is specially desirable that the names of cases and statutes should 
be brought directly to the notice of the reader. 


THE LICENSING ACTS. 

THE INTOXICATING Liquor LICENSING Acts, 1872, 1874, TOGETHER 
WITH ALL THE ALEHOUSE, BEERHOUSE, REFRESHMENT-HOUSE, 
WINE AND BEERHOUSE, INLAND REVENUE, AND SunpDay CLOSING 
AcTs RELATING THERETO; WITH INTRODUCTION, NOTES, AND 
InpEX. Ninru Epririon. By JAMEs PATERSON, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 

The present edition of this well-known work includes Sharp v. 
Wakefield (37 W. R. 187; 1891, 1 A. C. 473), a full report of 
which is given in an appendix, and the consequential decisions, and 
appears, so far as we have tested it, to include all the recent statutes 
and decisions. The notes strike us as admirably complete, practical, 
and useful, 





72, 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Manual of the Law Relating to Small Agricultural Holdings. 
With the Small Holdings Act, 1892. By CHanrtes D. Forster, 
Solicitor. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Powell’s Principles and Practice of the Law of Evidence. Sixth 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 


LORD HENRY BRUCE v. MARQUIS OF AILESBURY—9th August. 


SerritemMent—Serriep Lanp—Mansion-Hovuse—Saie ny Tenant ror Lire 
—SANCTION OF THE CouRT. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal (Lindley, 
Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) reported as Re Ailesbury (Marquis of) Settled 
Estates (40 W. R. 243). The Ailesbury Estates in Wiltshire and Berkshire 


known as the Sovernake Estate, are settled upon the present marquis as 
tenant for life iu possession, without impeachment of waste, with remainder 
to his first and other sons successively in tail male, with remainder to Lord 
Henry Bruce for life, remainder to his eldest son for life, remainder to 
the first and other sons of such eldest son in tail male, with divers 
remainders over, and with an ultimate remainder to the present marquis 
in fee. The uis, who was born in 1863, married in 1884, and his wife 
was still living, but there had been no issue of the marriage. The Saver- 

nake Estate comprised over 40,000 acres, and there were ninety-five 
separate farms upon it, besides about 1,000 cottages and other buildings. 
The park, pleasure-grounds, and lands usually occupied with the mansion- 
house comprised over 7,000 acres, and included Savernake Forest. The 
mansion-house had been the principal residence of the Ailesbury family 
since 1675. The present marquis had incumbered his life interest to the 
extent of more than £280,000, and the mortgagee had commenced an 
action for foreclosure, and a receiver had been appointed. Bankruptcy 
proceedings had also been instituted against the marquis, and a receiving 
order had been made at the suit of other creditors. In these circumstances 
the marquis had in June, 1891, entered into a contract with Lord Iveagh 
for the sale to the latter of the whole of the Savernake Estate, including 
the mansion-house and the lands usually occupied therewith, for £750,000. 
One of the two trustees, Lord Frederick Bruce, opposed the sale. The 
Marquis of Ailesbury presented a petition before Stirling, J., asking the 
court to sanction the proposed sale of the mansion-house, &c. It appeared 

from the evidence that the price offered was in the opinion of experts a high 

one for the property, and was considerably enhanced by including the 
mansion -house and Savernake Forest with the rest of the estate in one 
a The Court of Appeal (reversing Stirling, J.) sanctioned the proposed 

e. 

| Tue Hovsg or Lorps (Lords Hatssury, C., Watson, Herscuett, Mac- 
| NAGHTEN, and Morxis) affirmed this decision. 

| _ Lord Hatssvry, C., after referring to the various sections of the Settled 
| Land Act, 1882, and the amending Act, 1890, which bear upon this question, 
and after shortly stating the facts, continued :—The Act of Parliament 
itself does not contain, either by way or recital or preamble, anything to 
show what the meaning or policy of the statute was, but the fact that 
power is given to the tenant for life to sell, notwithstanding that by 
the terms of the settlement his powers do not extend beyond his own life, 
seems to me enough to shew that what the statute intended to do was to 
release the land from the fetters of the settlement, to render it a market- 
able article notwithstanding the settlement. And historically one knows 
very well what were the objections to the law of settlement in its effect 
upon the cultivation and useful occupation of land. It has been a very 

familiar canon of construction to contemplate what was the cause and 
reason of an Act, or, in other words, what was the mischief uiring a 

remedy. Thus, in Heydon’s case (3 Coke Rep. 7) the common law was 
that religious and ecclesiastical persons might have made leases foras many 

years as they pleased. The mischief was that when they perceived their 

houses would be dissolved they made long and unreasonable leases, and it 

was in that case resolved, among other considerations for the construction 

of statutes, that it should be considered what was the mischief and defect 

against which the common law did not provide, and what was the remedy 

which Parliament had resolved and appointed to cure the disease of the 

Commonwealth. I can contemplate many cases where it would be the 

duty of the trustees to withhold their consent, but that is = eee upon 

which I am reluctant to enter, since I might be impliedly expressing 
opinions upon the mode in which the discretion should be exercised in 
cases which are not now before me. I prefer to say that in this case there 
is every circumstance which should induce the court to give its assent. 
The tenant for life is young. No one of the persons who appear in 
opposition to the petition may ever have any interest in the property, and 
in the meantime the property, to whomsoever it may ultimately belong, 
would almost ce: as the status 





inly be deteriorated in value in proportion 

quo continued. Whether what have been called the sentimental considera- 
tions are legitimate subjects of consideration or not it is not necessary to 
determine, since it is manifest from the whole structure of the Act, and, 
indeed, from the very circumstances, that no limit is laid down to the 


Edition, N Curter, B.A., J *, C: , - tanding positi th 
enemies me Joun CuTier, B.A., and CHarEs F, Cagney, B.A, discretion given to the court, notwiths any opposition by 
, Se me who ht be next in remainder. If it be said that this was a strong Act 

of the Legislature, it is nece to reply that the very fact of 


It has been decided, says the Z'imes, that the hearing of parliamentary 
election petitions shall not be proceeded with until after the Long Vaca- 


setting aside the provisions of the settlement that particular land should 
go to particular persons designated or capable of being Ss ascer- 





tion. It is now over eighteen years since such a petition was tried during 
the Vacation. As the election petition judges are selected annually there 
will be three new ones appointed at the commencement of the Michael- 
mas Sittings in October next, and the three preseni judges, Baron Pollock 
and Justices Wills and Bruce, will consequently not try these petitions. 
Should it be found, however, that there is a considerable number of these 
cases to be heard, it is very probable that two courts may be formed, in 
which event Mr. Baron Pollock, the present senior election judge, would 
most likely be asked to sit for the purpose, as two judges are necessary to 
form a court, 


tained is as strong an act of the Legislature as it is possible to conceive, 
and in respect of the land not within the — of the excepted 
portion, that has undoubtedly been done. notice that some of the 
judges have used the phrase that this statute isnot an Incumbered Estates 
Act. I think it would be more accurate to say that it is not solely an In- 
cumbered Estates Act; but for myself I am pre to say that it was in 
many respects analogous to and having in part same object as the Act 
that we so describe. It would, of course, be an insufficient, and therefore 
inaccurate, description of this Act to speak of it as an Incumbered Estates 
Act; but, nevertheless, by whatever name it is known, I think it un- 
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doubtedly did contemplate that where an incumbered proprietor who was 


a limited owner was unable to fulfil the duties of proprietorship it was not 
for the good of the State that the incumbered proprietor should be com- 
pelled to continue in a position in which he could do no good either to 
bimself or anybody else. The injury to the estate, is, I believe, the key to 
the enactment of the statute. The provisions as to heirlooms, I think, in- 
volve very different considerations. I am not certain that any public 
considerations intervene when the question of the sale of heirlooms arises. 
It is enough, however, to say that public considerations here do very 
largely enter into the policy of the provisions in the Act with which your 
lordships are now dealing. I move your lordships that the appeal be dis- 
missed, with costs. The other lords concurred, and the appeal was 
accordingly dismissed.—Covnsg., Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Buckley, Q.C., Righy, 
Q.C., G. Henderson, Fosset Lock, Muir Mackenzie. Sotrcrrors, Hunter § 
Haynes ; Mewhurn- Walker §& Lawrence. 
[Reported by C. H, Grarton, Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
HEMBROW v. TALBOT—Chitty, J., 5th and 6th July and 4th August. 


Spectric Perrormance—Partiat FarturE or ConsIDERATION—COMPEN- 
SATION. 


This was a vendors’ action for specific performance of a contract made in 
July, 1891, to purchase certain houses. ‘The purchaser resisted the action, 
relying on a stipulation in the agreement that ‘‘the plaintiffs should, 
before the 27th of July, 1891, the date fixed for completion of the pur- 
chase, complete and finish off in a proper and satisfactory manner the 
premises agreed to be sold fit for habitation, including the laying on of 
gas and water,”’ which stipulation was alleged to be unfulfilled. By the 
consent of the parties a skilled person was sent to view the premises and 
report. He reported that at the date of the writ, the 21st of August, 1891, 
they were not complete in respect to certain items, and that £35 would 
have been the amount required at that date to put them into the state pro- 
vided by the contract. The items were, inter alia, ‘‘ useless ventilators to 
soil pipes,’’ ‘‘ no dust-bins,’’ ‘‘ two feet of water in the cellar,”’ ‘ leak- 
age.’’ The purchase-money was £900. Counsel for the defendant con- 
tended that the stipulation was a condition precedent to specific perform- 
ance of the contract, and relied on Tildesley v. Clarkson (10 W. R. 328, 30 
Beav. 419) and Lamare v. Dizon (22 W. R. 49, L. R. 6H. L. 414). Coun- 
sel for the plaintiff asked for specific performance with compensation, 
and relied on Pordage vy. Cole (1 Wms. Saunders, par. 320 (d)), Oxford v. 
Provand (17 W. R. H. L. Dig. 16, L. R. 2 P. C., at p. 156), Cutter v. Powell 
(2 Sm. UL. C. 1), and Davis v. Hone (2 Sch. & L. 341). 

Currry, J., said that though £35 was by no means an insignificant sum, 
it was a comparatively small portion of the purchase-money. The par- 
ticulars of the defects did not go to the substance of the contract to com- 
plete. The contract was for the sale of land and houses then standing 
thereon, which were not at the time fit for habitation, and the defendant 
said that the clause undertaking to render them fit for habitation before 
completion was a condition precedent, and that until it was performed no 
action could be brought in law or equity. But the argument would 
equally well apply to a former part of the clause, which provided that all 
outgoings up to the day fixed for completion should be cleared by the 
vendors. It would go to this extreme length, that if some small sum in 
respect of outgoings were not paid there could be no specific performance. 
It was the first time his lordship had ever heard such an argument. It was 
sufficient to say, without going into the authorities, that the case could be 
met by compensation. ‘There were many cases in which equity would 
grant specific performance though there was no action atlawavailable. At 
law time was of the essence of the contract. This agreement contained a 
stipulation as to interest in case of delay shewing the contrary. Now 
equity decreed specific performance with compensation in case there was a 
defect of title to a small portion of the premises sold. But such small 
portion might be of the highest importance—e.g., it might be the site of 
the mansion. In such a case there would be no specific performance, 
because the point would be one of substance. The items in this case did 
not go to the root of the contract. There were two authorities just worth 
mentioning. The first was Lord Romilly’s decision in Tildesley v. Clari:- 
son. 1n that case the agreement was to take an unfinished house. But 
the house offered by the plaintiff was-not a house at all, but rather a 
congeries of building materials. That is, the plaintiff did not offer what 
the contract provided. This was the view taken of the case by the Privy 
Council in Ozford v. Provand, where it was stated that ‘‘ the alleged breach 
of duty on the part of the plaintiff there went to the whole consideration 
for the defendant’s promise.”’ In the present case there was only a small 
failure of the consideration. If the purchaser were right several pages 
of Lord Romiliy’s judgment might have been omitted. Another case was 
Lamare v. Dicom, where the defendant agreed to take cellars fit for the 
storage of wine. He was offered a water hole built in the earth altogether 
unfit to store wine, and the place could not be rendered fit for such pur- 
_. Here, again, there was default in the substance of the contract. 

is lordship made an order for specific performance with £35 compensa- 
tion, but as the plaintiffs had insisted that the premises were completed 
according to the contract he gave no costs on either side.—Counszt, Levett, 
QC., and Stokes ; Farwell, Q.C., and Dunham. Sorscrrons, Crosse & Sons; 
Skewes Cox, Nash, & Co. 

[Reported by G. Rowtaxn Aretox, Barrister-at-Law.! 
Re BRAHAM, DAW +. SAMUEL—North, J., 4th August. 
Wius1—Caanirarte Beavesr—Keie acarxer Penrervrries, 


This was the further consideration of an action for the administra- 


tion of the estate of James Braham, a testator, who died in 1873. The 
question involved was whether income of residue directed to be paid in 
equal shares to the lecturer and reader of the Liverpool old Hebrew con- 
gregation, which offended against the rule against perpetuities, could be 
sustained as a charitable gift. The testator directed that after the death 
of his wife (which had now taken place) his executors should set aside and 
invest a sufficient sum to produce £100 a year to be applied in the manner 
therein directed for a charitable purpose, and he directed his executors to 
stand possessed of the residue upon trust to pay and apply the income 
thereof for ever unto and equally between the lecturer and the reader of 
the said congregation worshipping in Seel-street, Liverpool, but about to 
remove to a synagogue in course of erection in Princes-road, Liverpool, 
elected, and accepting office on the terms thereinafter expressed. The 
conditions were that the reader and lecturer should be born of British 
parents and elected and subject to rules not the same as those which had 
hitherto regulated the status of such officials. He directed that if any 
reader or lecturer did not so accept office, he should not be entitled to any 
benefit of the trust, and that any dividend on that or any other account 
not so applied should fall into the residue. The members and governing 
body and lecturer and reader for the time being were willing to accept 
these conditions. It was argued that the bequest was not charitable, as 
(1) the body in question existed for the exclusive sanctification of its 
members, and, as in the case of a gift to a convent of nuns, there is no 
charity, for such a body exists for its own sanctification and serves no 
public purpose, and (2) that the gift was in perpetuity for the personal 
benefit of the two persons exercising the offices of reader and lecturer, on 
condition of compliance with certain conditions, and no religious purposes 
were expressed. 


Nortu, J., held that the gift of the residue for the purpose of paying 
the income to the lecturer and reader of a weil-known Hebrew congrega- 
tion that had existed at Liverpool for possibly some hunded years was a 
good charitable trust, and that, as the conditions imposed by the testator 
could be and would be fulfilled, it would take effect.—CounseL, Birrell ; 
Everitt, Q.C., and Hadley ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Bardswell. So.icrrors, 
Nisbet, Davis, § Nishet ; Walker §& Whitfield ; Chester § Co. 

[Reported by G. B. M. Coors, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HAY v. THE SWEDISH AND NORWEGIAN RAILWAY CO. (LIM.) AND 
OTHERS—Stirling, J., 4th August. 


CompaANy—Hire AGREEMENT FOR WaGons—REcEIVER ror DERENTURE- 
HOLDERS— Use or Wacons—RENT—LIABILITY OF RECEIVER. 


This was an application in the above-mentioned action (which is a 
debenture-holders’ action, and which has been before the court on several 
occasions) by the North Central Wagon Co. for an order that Mr. Cooper, 
the receiver and manager of the railway company’s undertaking, might be 
ordered to pay to the applicants, in priority to any payment to the 
debenture-holders, the sum of £17,678 7s. 6d. as arrears of rent in respect 
of the hire of a number of wagons comprised in two hire-purchase agree- 
ments entered into between the wagon company and the railway comp:iny 
in February and October, 1888, respectively. Inasmuch as all the com- 
pany’s property was included in the debenture-holders’ covering deed, 
which was made in 1886, the wagons, so far as the company acquired any 
property in them, would be subject in equity to the charge created by that 
deed. The agreements each contained a clause empowering the wagon 
company, in the event (among others) of the appointment of a receiver of 
the railway company’s undertaking, to seize and take away their wagons, 
and thereupon the agreement was to determine, and rent was to be pay- 
able up to the date of taking possession. In March, 1889, Mr. Cooper was 
appointed receiver and manager of the railway company’s undertaking, 
and the applicants maintained that he had taken possession of the wagons, 
which he denied, except in so far as he had, through his representatives, 
taken possession of the railway company’s line and everything upon it. 
The wagon company had not removed their wagons, which had been used 
to some slight extent since the appointment of Mr. Cooper, and they now 
claimed the above-mentioned sum as arrears of rent as from the date of 
such appointment, on the ground that a contract must be implied on the 
part of the receiver to keep the wagons on the terms contained in the 
agreements. 

SrixiinG, J., after stating the facts, said that it did not signify whether 
the wagons had been much or little used by Mr. Cooper, and the question 
was whether, under the circumstances, he could be called upon to pay the 
applicants. There was no legal ground for asking him to pay anything. 
During the course of the argument his lordship had, by way of illustration 
and analogy, put the case of a leasehold property let at a rental and 
equitably mortgaged to a firm of bankers. it the mortgagor did not pay, 
and the banker’s receiver was in possession, the landlord could not hold 
the receiver, who was in possession under his receivership, and was no 
trespasser, responsible for the payment of the rent and performance of 
the covenants in the original lease, but must look to the mortgagor, who 
was his original tenant. The analogy applied to the pres®nt case, for the 
receiver was not a trespasser. The lessee had a right to license his mort- 
gagee, or his mortgagee’s receiver, to be in possession, and neither the 
mortgagee nor his receiver was bound by the terms of the original lease. 
Of course the landlord, the wagon company, could have said, ‘* You must 
not continue the use of these wagons. I will put an end to the lease or 
the hiring unless you agree to keep the wagons on the terms of the 
original sments, or to enter upon a fresh agreement upon the 
subject.’ But nothing of the sort was done, and the wagons were left 
where they were. No attempt was made to obtain any agreement from 
the receiver, who stood upon his rights, and refused to recognize any 





liability to the wagon company, as he was justified in doing. In his 
lordship’s opinion the application had failed, and must be Semeaed, with, 
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costs.—CounsEL, Buckley, Q.C., and W. Druce ; Hastings, Q.C., and W. 
Donaldson Rawlins. Soxtcrrors, Lumley §& Lumley ; Clarke, Rawlins, § Co. 
[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re STEPHENS, GILES ». STEPHENS—Kekewich, J., 9th August. 
Witi—Cuaritry—Girt to Nationat Ririte Assocation. 


By his will a testator gave a fund invested in Consols to the National 
Rifle Association to form a fund to be called the Stephens Prize Fund, to 
be expended by the council ‘‘for the teaching of shooting at moving 
objects in any manner they may think fit, so as to prevent, as far as 
possible, a catastrophe similar to that at Majuba Hill.”” This was a 
eg taken out by the executors to have it decided whether the gift 
was valid. 

Kexewicu, J., held that the gift was a good charitable gift, on the 
ground that it was for general public use.—Covunsgi, T. S. Osler; W. C. 
Druce; F. F. Daldy ; Warmington, Q.C., and R. P. Simpson; De Witt. 
Soricrtors, Shaen, Roscoe, & Co. ; Markby, Wilde, § Johnson. 

[Reported by Joux Wiyxrie.p, Barrister-at-Law.! 


LEE +, GIBBINGS—Kekewich, J., 3rd August. 
Practice—Linet—Inavuncrion. 


Tn 1886 the plaintiff, at the request of J. C. Nimmo, a publisher, for a 
fixed sum, prepared an edition of ‘‘The Autobiography of Edward, Lord 
Herbert of Cherbury.’’ The work was published in 1886, and about 200 
copies were sold in book form to the public. The remaining copies, in 
sheets, were purchased by the defendant from J.C. Nimmo. In 1892 the 
defendant published these copies with certain alterations and omissions. 
This was a motion by the plaintiff for an interim injunction to restrain the 
defendant from publishing or selling copies of the edition prepared by the 
plaintiff and published in 1886 with any material alteration or omissions. 
Tn his evidence the plaintiff alleged that the publication of the copies by 
the defendant in the manner aforesaid were calculated to injure his 
reputation and to diminish his profits in his profession. 

Kexewicu, J.—The plaintiff’s remedy was founded on libel or nothing. 
Of late years injunctions had not been granted on interlocutory applica- 
tions to restrain libels, except: in the case of trade libels: Collard v. 
Marshall (1892, 1 Ch. 571). He saw no reason to make an exception in 
this case, and he must, therefore, refuse the motion.—CounsgL, Renshaw, 
Q.C., and F. EB. Armitstead ; Warmington, Q.C., and J. T. Dodd. Soxicr- 
tors, Zurner § Hacon ; Seeley §& Son. 


{Reported by Jony Wiyxrietp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
GOOD r. WALKER—3rd August. 


BILL OF EXCHANGE—PROMISSORY NOTE TO ORDER TRANSFERRED AS 
SECURITY FOR A LOAN—NO INDORSEMENT—RIGHT OF TRANSFEREE 
TO RECOVER FROM MAKER—BILLS OF EXCHANGE ACT, 1882 (45 & 
46 Vict. C. G1), 8. 31, SUB-8BCTION (4). 


This was an action by the holder against the maker for the balance due 
upon a promissory note, together with interest. The note was dated 
January 12, 1891, and was made by the defendant payable to the order 
of a limited company. In February the secretary of the company de- 
posited the note with the plaintiffs as security for a sum of money 
advanced by them to the company; it was not indorsed by the company 
or the secretary, nor was it intended to be so indorsed. It was contended 
rd thedefendant that the plaintiffs were not entitled to sue upon the 
note, 

Cave, J., in the course of a considered judgment, after stating 
the facts, said:—It was admitted that, according to the old law, the 
plaintiffs could not sue upon this note, but it is said that the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, had altered the law. That is a point which 
must be made out very clearly if it is to succeed. Now it is laid down by 
section 88 that “the maker of a promissory note by making it (1) engages 
that he will pay it according to its tenor ; (2) is precluded from denying 
to a holder in due course the existence of the payee and his then capacity to 
indorse.” It is sufficient to deal with the former of those clauses : the 
second does not affect the matter under discussion. In the present case 
the maker of the note promised to pay the Gold Ores Reduction Co. 
or their order ; but this action is brought neither by the company or by 
their indorsee. The plaintiffs are not in any of the positions o inarily 
occupied by persons suing upon a note. They are not the payees, nor are 
they the indorsees, nor are they bearers, for “ bearer” is defined by section 2 
as“ the person in possession of a bill or note which is payable to bearer.” 


right to sue unless in very special circumstances. Why should the words 
have been added giving the transferee the right to have the indorsement of 
the transferor if he had a right to sue without it? Besides, in J/ood v, 
Stewart the indorsement was omitted by mistake : the transferor intended 
to indorse, but neglected todo so. That gave rise to a question whether, 
after the transferor’s bankruptcy, he could be compelled to indorse, and so 
prefer the transferee to his other creditors, The difficulty was got over 
by the decision of the Court of Session that the transferee could sue 
without indorsement. But here there was.no intention on the part of the 
company fully to transfer their rights in the note, All that they intended 
was to pledge the note as a security for £45, and they never intended to 
indorse, This case is therefore distinguishable from Hvod vy, Stewart, and 
judgment must be for the defendant,—CoUNSEL, Joseph Walton and B. A. 
Cohen; G. Wallace and Hill. Sowicrrors, Corbin Greener ; Munk & 


Adie, 
[Reported by T. R, C, DILL, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. +, THE JUSTICES OF SURREY AND BELL—Sth August. 


CourRT OF QUARTER SESSIONS—APPEAL TO, FROM SENTENCE BY MAGIs- 
TRATE—RESPONDENT NOT APPEARING—JURISDICTION OF JUSTICES 
TO QUASH CONVICTION. 

This was the argument of a rule zisi for a writ of certiorari to bring 
up, in order that it might be quashed, an order of the Surrey Court of 
Quarter Sessions setting aside a conviction by a metropolitan police 
magistrate. In November, 1891, Bell was convicted by a magistrate 
sitting at the Wandsworth Police Court of causing a horse to be cruelly 
treated, and was sentenced to fourteen days’ imprisonment with hard 
labour. Bell gave notice of appeal “ upon the grounds that the punish- 
ment is excessive” ; the notice did not state to what court the appeal was 
made. When the appeal came on for hearing at the January Quarter 
Sessions, it was adjourned to the following sessions. At these sessions 
the prosecutors did not appear. Bell proved his notice of appeal and 
service ; and on the application of his counsel, who cited R. v. Purdey 
(5 B. & S. 909), the court quashed the conviction altogether. It was 
argued that they had no power to quash a conviction on an appeal which 
only asked for a revision of the sentence, and also that the notice of 
appeal was bad for not stating at what court the appeal would be heard, 
The following statutes and cases were cited :—l2 & 13 Vict. c, 45, 8, 
8; the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 49), 8, 31; 
R.v. Chantrell (23 W. R. 707, L. R. 10 Q. B. 587); BR. v. The Justices of 
Surrey (L. R. 5 Q. B. 466); R.v. The Justices of Middlesex (25 W. R. 510, 
2Q. B.D. 516); Ee parte Hopwood (15 Q. B. 121); R. v. The Recorder of 
Liverpool (15 Q. B, 1070). 

Lord COLERIDGE, C.J.—In this case there is no information before us 

as to the merits, and our decision must go upon a purely technical point of 

law. Upon that point of law I think that the writ of certierar' ought 
not to go. The practice as to appeals to quarter sessions is laid down by 

Dickinson, Guide to the Quarter Sessions, p. 642: “When the appeal is 

brought regularly before the sessions by the proof or on the admissions 

above described,” that is as to service of notice of appeal, “and is not 
adjourned, the leading counsel for the respondents, as being the party 
sustaining the order or other act complained of, opens his case on the 
merits and adduces evidence in support of it without being confined to 
the witnesses examined before the magistrates below.” In this case the 
respondent was the person who wished to sustain the punishment which 
had been imposed by the magistrate ; that punishment was undoubtedly 
questioned by the notice of appeal, and it lay upon the respondent to 
appear and attempt to uphold it. The reason of the thing is well put by 
Lord Kenyon in Rea v. Newbury (4 T. R. 475), where he says that “ where 
the appeal comes on to be heard naked and destitute of all evidence before 
the court, those who have done the act ought to establish the propriety of 
it by evidence,” and Buller, J., assents to that view. The practice was 
rightly followed by the appellant in this case, and as the respondent was 
not present only two courses were open to the court of quarter sessions, 
They might have altered the conviction in respect of the amount of the 
punishment ; but there was no one there to say that the punishment imposed 
was right or to say what punishment would have been right. Therefore 
the court had nothing to go upon in attempting to alter the amount of the 
punishment. If they had quashed the sentence altogether, and left the 
conviction standing, it wold have come within the decision in 2. v, Vipont 

2 Burr. 1163), that a conviction without a sentence is bad ; so that if 

they had touched it in that way they would in effect have quashed the 

conviction altogether, which is what they actually did. Although 
this view seems to be technical, it is, in my opinion, founded upon 
good sense and substantial reasons, 

Cave, J.—I am of the same opinion. I think that when one considers 

the course which was adopted at quarter sessions, it appears that the 

justices adopted the only course which was open to them. A conviction 


Nor are they holders, because “ holder” is defined by the same section jas | consists of two parts, the verdict and the judgment or sentence, and a man 


“the ; ayee or indorsee of a bill or note who is in possession of it, or the 


bearer thereof.” It is said, however, that section 31, sub-section (4), gives | appealed against the ju 


may appeal asainst both parts or against one only, Here the defendant 
ent, not against the verdict. At the quarter 


= plaintiffs a right to sue. That sub-section provides that “where the | sessions he put himself right by proving his notice of appeal. There is this 
seed of a bill payable to his order transfers it for value without | difference between appeals in thiscourt and appeals to quarter sessions. Here 
indorsing it, the transfer gives the transferee such title as the transferor | the appellant has to prove that the decision in the court below was wrong 


had in the bill, and the transferee, in addition, acquires the right to have 


upon the evidence which was before that court. At quarter sessions the 


= indorsement of the transferor.” The case of Hood vy, Stewart (17| court has no evidence of what passed in the court below, and it cannot 
“tem 74, Court of Session Cases, 4th series) was cited to shew that the | form a judgment upon the words of the conviction itself ; therefore, 
plaintiffs are transferees (within that sub-section) of this note. That case | where the verdict is objected to the respondent has to — again and 


= & new departure, and it is difficult to see on what grounds it rests, | prove the facts u 
tis said that as the transferor had a title to sue in his own name the | not contined to the matter which he bro’ 


which he relies in support of the verdict, and he is 
mt forward in the court below. 


plaintiffs as transferees have the same title to sue. I cannot assent to that Again, where the adjudication and not the verdict is appealed against, 





argument. Ido not think that the sub-section gives such a transferee the ' the court of quarter sessions cannot determine without having the facts 
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before them whether this or that sentence ought to have been inflicted : 
the respondent must establish the facts which justify the judgment. 
These respondents were not present to do that ; the appellant naturally 
did not attempt to shew what sentence would have been right; he only 
maintained that the sentence of fourteen days was not right; there was 
no evidence to satisfy the justices that any punishment was right, and 
they could only say that this adjudication was wrong. If they had struck 
it out the conviction would have been bad, and in my opinion the justices 
were justified in proceeding to the full legal consequences of what they 
were bound todo. If they had simply removed the sentence the conviction 
might certainly have been brought to this court, and would have been 
quashed, and the justices only did themselves what we would have been 
bound to do had they merely removed the punishment without formally 
quashing the whole conviction. Rule discharged.—CoUNSEL, Poland, Q.C., 
and Elliott ; Colam. Souicitors, G. F. Bell ; A. Leslie. 

[Reported by T, R, C, DILL, Barrister-at-Law.] 


COUNTESS OF AYLESFORD +. GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO.— 
8th August. 


MARRIED WoOMAN—DEBTOR—EXAMINATION AS TO PROPERTY—COUNTY 
Court RULEs, 1889, ORD. 25, RB, 52. 


This was an appeal from an order of the judge of the Warwickshire 
County Court discharging an order directing the plaintiff to attend before 
the county court judge to be examined as to whether she had any, and 
what, means of satisfying a judgment which had been recovered against 
her. In the year 1889 the plaintiff, the Countess of Aylesford, brought an 
action in the Warwickshire County Court against the Great Western 
Railway Co. for damages for the loss of a dog. In this action the 
plaintiff was nonsuited and ordered to pay the costs of the action. The 
costs had not been paid, and the defendants, being desirous of issuing 
execution against her separate estate, obtained an order ez parte from 
the county court judge, under ord. 25, r. 52, of the County Court 
Rules, for the attendance of the plaintiff in order that she might be 
examined as to what property she had. On the day appointed for the 
examination, before the plaintiff had been examined, her solicitor moved 
before the county court judge to set aside the order for examination, on 
the ground that the words, “the debtor liable under such judgment or 
order,” in the rule could not apply to a married woman, who was in no 
way personally liable. but only liable in respect of her separate property, 
and that therefore the judge had no power to make the order. The judge 
discharged the order, and the defendant company appealed. 

THE CourRT (WRIGHT and Bruce, JJ.) were of opinion that the case came 
within the words of the rule, and that a married woman might be a debtor 
in respect of her separate estate, and that the county court judge was 
therefore wrong in discharging the order. Appeal allowed.—CoUNSEL, 
Lyttelton ; Ernest Pollock. Sowicrrors, Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, & 
Barham, for Hughes & Masser, Coventry ; R. R. Nelson. 

| Reported by F. 0. Roprnson Barrister-at-Law. | 


JOHNSTON AND JOHNSTON +. WATSON—S8th August. 
Intsh JupGMENT—JtpGMENTs Extension Act, 1868—Dezxnrors Act, 1869. 

The plaintiffs obtained judgment in the Qneen’s Bench Division of the 
High Court of Justice in Ireland, and registered the same in England 
pursuant to the Judgments Extension Act, 1868, and issued a judgment 
summons in England against the defendant under the Debtors Act, 
1869. 

Pottock, B., dismissed the summons, with costs, on the ground that 
he had no jurisdiction ; section 4 of the Judgments Extension Act being 
limited to executions.—CounseL, Jacobs; Beddall. Soxicrrors, Thomas 
Metcalfe & Sharpe; H. D. Booth. 

[We are favoured with a report of the above case. 


SAUNDERS AND ANOTHER ~. WIEL—Sth August. 


DEsIGN—REGISTREATION—DESIGN APPLICABLE FOR “ SHAPE ” OR “ ORNA- 
MENT “—INFRINGEMENT—PATENTS, DESIGNS, AND TRADE-MARKS ACT, 
1883 (46 & 47 VICT. Cc. 57), 5. 60. 

This was an action for penalties for imitating a design upon the handle 
of aspoon. The design consisted of a representation of a particular view 
of Westminster Abbey upon a spoon handle, and had been registered by 
the plaintiffs under the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883. It 
was contended on behalf of the defendant that the design could not be 


Cave, J., said that he thought the design could be registered. This 
was a design applicable for “ shape” or “ornament” within the Patents, 
ar ey and Trade-Marks Act, 1883,%.60. The cases of Holdsworth v, 
WT Orea (16 W. R. 226, L. R. 2 H. L. 380) and Hecla Foundry Co. v, 
Walker, Hunter, & Cv. (38 W. RB. Dig. 65, 14 App. Cas, 550) were 
authorities shewing that this design could be registered. The only 
difficulty he felt was the decision of Malins, V.C., in Adams v, Clementson 
(27 W. RB. 379, 12 Ch. D. 714). He did not understand that decision. In 
the present case it had been contended for the plaintiffs that there was an 
idea at the bottom of any design. and that if one evolved the idea of 
making a spoon handle representing a piece of architecture, the moment 
that idea was evolved no one else could take it. though he applied it to a 
different piece of architecture. He thought that contention was wrong, 
and was founded on a misconception of the statute, as the thing to be 
protected was the design. But in this case the plaintiffs made a design 
from a photograph of the Abbey, and from that design they had a pattern 
cast. and the defendant had taken the plaintiffs’ spoon and had put the 
design on it upon his own spoon, If one man registered a design of St. 


Paul's, it would be no piracy to produce Westminster Abbey. So if one 
man took one view of Westminster, another man might take another 
view, but not the same. But these two spoons were both ornamented 
with the same design. That could not be done. Two cases of infringement 
had been proved. There would be judgment for a penalty of twenty 
shillings in each case. Judgment for the plaintiffs for forty shillings, and 
costs.—COUNSEL, Morten ; Danckwerts. Souiciroks, Gresham, Davies, § 
Dallas ; Maddisons. 
[Reported by J. E. Atpovs, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Ex parte CENTRAL BANK OF LONDON, fe J. FRASER—C. A. No. 1, 
5th August. 


Bankruptcy — APPLICATION FOR ReEcetvinc OrpDER— JvupGMENT Dernt— 
Power or Bankruptcy CourT TO GO BEHIND JUDGMENT. 


This was an appeal of the Central Bank of London from an order of the 
registrar in bankruptcy dismissing the bank’s petition for a receiving 
order. The bank was the holder for value of a bill of exchange accepted 
by a firm called W. & J. Fraser. The firm were sued on this bill by the 
bank, and appearance was entered by William Fraser and John Fraser. 
The bank obtained judgment under order 14 for the amount of the bill. 
The defendant, John Fraser, took proceedings to set aside the judgment, 
on the ground that the debt was a debt of the firm of W. & J. Fraser, and 
that he was not a member of the firm. The master dismissed his applica- 
tion, and the decision of the master was upheld on appeal by the judge in 
chambers, the Divisional Court, and the Court of Appeal. The bank then 
served on John Fraser a bankruptcy notice based on the judgment debt. 
John Fraser not having complied with the bankruptcy notice, the bank 
presented a petition in bankruptcy against him. On the hearing of the 
petition the registrar held that the judgment was not conclusive against 
the debtor, and received evidence as to the circumstances under which the 
bill in question had been accepted by the firm of W. & J. Fraser. After 
hearing the evidence the registrar was of opinion that at the date of the 
acceptance of the bill John Fraser, the alleged debtor, was not a member 
of the firm of W. & J. Fraser, and, therefore, was not liable on the bill. 
The registrar dismissed the petition and the bank appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esxer, M.R., said that this was an appeal from the refusal of a 
registrar in bankruptcy to make a receivingorder. The petitioning credi- 
tor had got a judgment against the alleged debtor, John Fraser, as one 
of the partners ina firm of W. & J. Fraser. That judgment had been 
obtained under order 14, and an application had been made to the court 
to set aside that judgment. It was a matter for the discretion of the court 
in the administration of the law under order 14 whether that application 
should be acceded to or not, and the court, in the exercise of their discre- 
tion, refused it. Therefore the judgment was a good judgment, and 
could not now be questioned in any court, with one exception. That ex- 
ception was the Court of Bankruptcy. For when it was sought to make a 
person bankrupt, and the bankruptcy petition was founded on a judgment, 
the bankruptcy court could go behind the judgment and inquire into the 
subject-matter of the debt, on which the judgment was obtained. Sec- 
tion 7 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, shewed that although the judgment 
was one which could not be set aside, yet the court might rightly come to 
the conclusion that there was not sufficient cause for making a receiving 
order. That point was clearly settled by the case of Ex parle Lennox, Re 
Lennox (34 W. R. 51, 16 Q. B. D. 315). The bankruptcy court, therefore, 
having power to go behind the judgment and to inquire into the question of 
the debt, it was for the registrar to hear the evidence in the case and ascer- 
tain whether there wa; a debt due from J. Fraser to the bank on which a 
bankruptcy petition could be based anda receiving ordermade. In hisopinion 
the registrar who had heard the examination and cross-examination of the 
witnesses had come to a right conclusion on the evidence before him, 
namely, that at the time the debt was incurred by the firm J. Fraser had 
ceased to be a partner, and was not liable for the debt. The registrar was 
right in dismissing the creditor’s petition for a receiving order, and this 
— must therefore be dismissed. 

3owen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Counse., Hop- 
kinson, Q.C.; Carrington and F. H. Mellor. Sorrcrrors, Morton, Cutler, § 
Co. ; Williams & Neville. 

[Reported by F. O. Roziyxson, Barrister-at-Law. 


Ez parte CLARKE, Re BURR—C. A., No. 1, 5th August. 
Bankruptcy —Proor—No Dent—Wirnprawat or Proor. 


This was an appeal of the trustee in the bankruptcy of Arthur Burr 
from an order of Vaughan Williams, J. (ante, p. 628), allowing the with- 
drawal of a proof in the bankruptcy. The trustee applied to Vaughan 
Williams, J., for an order that he was entitled to the proceeds of a certain 
mgs | of insurance for £4,000 in the Atlas Life Insurance Co. upon the 
ife of the late Sir Richard Mansel. In 1885 Norton, who had become the 
holder of this policy, agreed to sell it to the debtor Burr for £3,300. The 
purchase-money, however, was not paid, and in 1890 Norton brought an 
action against Burr for specific performance. On the 4th of August, 1891, 
Romer, J., made a decree in this action that upon Norton executing an 
assignment of the policy the purchase-money should be paid to him. On 
the 10th of August, 1891, a receiving order was made against Burr, and in 
September of the same year a proof was put in by Norton in the bank- 





ruptcy, in which he stated that the debtor was justly and truly indebted 
to him in the amount of £3,300, but he did not state that he held any 
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security. Rule 10 of the First Schedule to the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
provides that a secured creditor shall for the purpose of voting, unless he 
surrenders his security, state in his f the iculars of it, and the 
value at which he assesses it, and shall vote only in t of the balance ; 
and if he votes in respect of his whole debt he shall be deemed to have 
surrendered his security, unless the court, on application, is satisfied that 
the omission to value the security has arisen from inadvertenge. Norton 
voted in respect of his proof on two occasions, in October and November, 
1891. Sir Richard Mansel died in June, 1892, and the moneys due on the 
policy having become payable, the trustee made the above-mentioned 
application to Vaughan Williams, J., who held that Norton was a secured 
creditor, but that the omission to value the security had arisen through 
inadvertence, and that permission would be given to him to withdraw his 
proof. The trustee in bankruptcy appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that Norton proved in the bankruptcy as for 4 
debt, and vouched in support of it the judgment of Romer, J., for specific 

rformance. Norton’s contract with Burr was for the purchase and sale 
of the policy, which was to be delivered on the goes of the price. The 
contract by itself did not pass the property, and, therefore, it created no 
debt, nor did the judgment for specific performance establish the debt, it 
only established the contract and orde: it to be performed. Therefore, 
when Norton put in his proof he was attempting to prove for a debt which 
did not exist, but the fact that he had made ny et as to that was no 
reason why he should not be allowed to. withdraw his proof. Vaughan 
Williams, J., decided the case on the ground that there wasa debt, and 
that rule 10 applied, but in his (Lord Esher’s) opinion there was no debt, 
and the case did not come within rule 10. The decision of Vaughan 
Williams, J., would, therefore, be affirmed, though on a different ground, 
and Norton would be allowed to withdraw his proof. 

Bowen, L.J., said he was of the same opinion. If Norton was to be 
considered as a secured creditor he agreed with the judgment in the court 
below, but they decided the case on the short point that there was no 
debt. 

Kay, L.J., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—CounseL, H. Reed ; Levett, 
Q.C., and Carrington. Soxicrrors, W. Stopher ; H. Fereday. 

{Reported by F. O, Rozinson, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re HUBERT JOSEPH LEEUW (Deceased); REIN v. WRATHALL— 
Chitty, J., 8th August. 
Costs on THE Hicuer Scate—R. 8. C., LX V., 9—*‘ Spgctat Grounps.”’ 


Further consideration of administration action. The testator was a 
merchant who for many years carried on business at Bankside, London. 
He died in March, 1891, leaving considerable property, and by his will, 
after giving a few pecuniary bequests, gave the remainder of his property 
equally to his six brothers and sisters, or their children. At the time of 
his death no relatives were resident in England. A sister was appointed 
executrix who resided in New York, and she came specially over to 
England and proved the will. In consequence of certain difficulties, she 
commenced an action for administration, and on the 30th of May, 1891, 
the usual administration decree was made for accounts and inquiries. 
The children of one branch of the family were scattered over diiferent 
parts of North and South America. Another branch had settled in the 
Orange Free States of South Africa, and the remainder of the children of 
another branch were living in various. parts of Holland and Germany. 
To avoid delay and the difficulty of getting affidavits sworn in Germany, 
the plaintiff’s solicitors personally proceeded to Holland and Germany 
and traced the births, deaths, and marriages of a great many nephews 
and nieces, of whom about thirty were entitled to share under the will; 
they obtained a special sitting of the German court, at which the evidence 
was taken verifying a great part of the igree. The addresses of the 
members of the American and South African families not being known, 
advertisements were inserted for them in the American and South African 
pupers, which eventually resulted in the whole of the next of kin being 
discovered. At the time of the testator’s death he was engaged in 
extensive litigation ; the actions against him were transferred to the court 
in which the administration proceedings were pending, and were there 
stayed, the plaintiffs having liberty to prove under the inistration. 
Various actions were compromised. Fifty claims against the estate were 
disputed and subsequently arranged, one claim for over £1,500 having 
been compromised for £500. In one case there had been various one 
which had gone up to the Court of Appeal, but in every case the tiff 
executor had succeeded, and it was stated that the estate had not to bear 
one shilling costs of any of the litigation. Notwithstanding the many 
legal actions instituted and defended, the estate had been wound up most 
advantageously, and the litigation was at an end. The chief clerk had 
made his certificate on the 14th of May, 1892, within one year of the 
administration judgment, and the case came on for hearing on further 
consideration, the whole of the administration having been carried 
through in less than fifteén months. The chief clerk, Mr. Hawkins, had 
expressed his opinion that the administration had been carried 
through with great skill and ability, and with a rapidity rarely : 
enced in the chief clerk’s chambers. Counsel, upon these facts, applied, 
on behalf of the plaintiff, for the costs of the administration action to be 
taxed on the higher scale, and for an order for the costs of the tiff’s 


Currty, J., said that, asa rule, he never gave costs on the higher scale 
in administration actions, but where skill, ability, and promptitude in 
winding up an estate were specially displayed, the solicitors were entitled 
to special acknowledgment. In this case there was 
plaintiff’s solicitors had saved a great deal to the estate in 
costs, and they had demonstrated the rapi with which the machinery 
of the court could be used for 
stood the method by which the mac 


thought the solicitors should be rewarded 
administra y, and he should order their 


tion so rapidly and successfull 
costs to be taxed on higher scale, and direct the 
their costs of the journeys and expenses to Holland 
getting up evidence in support of the pedigree.—CounseL, Whitehorne, 
Q.C., and Oswald ; Byrne, Q.C., and Hatfield Green; Pochin. Soxtcrrors, 
Emanuel, Round, § Nathan ; Cattarns, Jehu, § Co. 
[We are favoured with the above report. } 


Re DOODY, FISHER r. DOODY; HIBBERT +r. LLOYD—Stirling, J., 
9th August. 
SOLICITOR AND CLIENT—COSTS—TAXATION—SOLICITOR CO-MORTGAGEE 
—PROFIT CosTs. 


These two cases, which were heard on the same day, raised some 
questions of practical importance as to the taxation of costs of mort- 
gagees where one of them happens to be a solicitor. In the first 
case the facts were that in March, 58, George Doody, deceased, 
mortgaged certain real estate to one Liddle, who in 1887 gave 
notice to pay off the debt, and it was then arranged that the mort- 
gage should be transferred to the plaintiffs, Henry Fisher and John 
Hodgkins. Shortly afterwards Doody died, and this action was brought 
by the plaintiffs as creditors for administration of his estate, and the usual 
administration judgment was given. In June, 1890, an order was made 
for the sale of the mortgaged property, and in February, 1891, a further order 
was made directing a sale out of court, and that the plaintiffs should pay into 
court the balance of the purchase-money received by them, after satisfaction 
of the sum due to them on their mortgage, such sum to be certified. The 
sale had taken place, and for the purpose of ascertaining the balance men- 
tioned in the order the plaintiffs had carried in for taxation two bills of 
costs due to Messrs. Fisher & Hodges, of Newport, solicitors, one being for 
costs incurred in the transfer of the mortgage to the plaintiffs in 1887, and 
the other for costs incurred in carrying into effect the sale out of court 
sanctioned by the order of February, 1891. In taxing these bills the 
taxing master had disallowed alli costs except costs out of pocket, on 
the ground that the plaintiff, Henry Fisher, one of the mortgagees, was 
also a member of the firm of Fisher & Hodges, to whom the costs were 
alleged to be due. It was assumed throughout that but for this circum- 
stance the profit costs would have been properly charged. From an 
affidavit, filed by special leave since the matter was before the taxing 
master, it appeared that all the business charged for by Messrs. Fisher 
& Hodges in the bills in question was, with the exception of a small part 
transacted by the plaintiff, Henry Fisher, as steward of a manor, transacted 
exclusively by Mr. Edward Hodges, Mr. Fisher’s partner, and the clerks of 
the firm, and that Henry Fisher acted throughout simply as mortgagee, 
jointly with his co-plaintiff, John Hodgkins. The action of J/ibbert v. 
Lloyd was a foreclosure action, in which a judgment for foreclosure had been 
given. The plaintiffs, Messrs. Leicester, Hibbert, and Thomas Dolling Bolton 
were mortgagees, and on taxing their costs of the action the taxing 
master had disallowed all profit costs, on the ground that the plaintiffs 
had been, and were, represented in the action by one of them, viz., Mr. 
Bolton, who was a solicitor. These summonses were then taken out by 
the plaintiffs in each action respectively to review the taxation. 
STIRLING, J., after stating the facts, said the question was whether the 
decisions of the taxing master were in accordance with the law. In argu- 
ment, much reference had been made to the analogies presented by the 
case of solicitor trustees, and that branch of the law had been frequently 
the subject of reported decisions. The general principle was stated by 
Lord Cranworth, L.C., in Broughton v. Broughton, 5 De G. M. & G., at 
p. 164, as foliows :—“ No person in whom fiduciary duties are vested shall 
make a profit of them by employing himself, because, in doing this, he 
cannot perform one part of his trust, namely, that of seeing that no 
improper charges are made. The general rale applies to a solicitor acting 
as a trustee, and the only question is, how far circumstances of the 
present case take it out of this rule!” It therefore followed that, 
as a general rule, neither a solicitor trustee, nor a firm of which the 
trustee was a member, could receive out of the trust estate profit costs 
by way of remuneration for transacting legal business in connection 
with the trust. To this general rule there were some exceptions. 
It was decided by Lord Hatherley, when Vice-Chancellor, in Clack vy. 
Carlon (9 W. BR. 568) that a solicitor trustee might employ his partner to 
act as solicitor for himself and his co-trustees with reference to the trust 
affairs, and might pay him the usual charges, provided that it had been 
expressly agreed between himself and his partner that he himself should 
not participate in the profits or derive | benefit from the charges. 
Nothing short of that would be sufficient. It was held in Christophers v. 
White (10 Beay, 528) that the eral rule applied, although all the 
business has been transacted by the partners of solicitor trustee, and 
not by the trustee himself. It had been expressly decided that, under 
some circumstances and to some extent, solicitor mortgagees were 
subject to the same rules as sclicitor trustees, In Matthison v. Clarke 
(3 W. R. 2, 3 Drew, 3), decided in 1854, Kindersley, V.C., held 
that where a mortg with power of sale was a member of a 
firm of auctioneers, and the firm sold for him, they were not entitled to 





solicitors getting up evidence in Holland and pene f incl their 
journeys and expenses there, to be taxed and paid out the estate, 





their commission. The Vice-Chancellor said, at p. 4: “It is a wel} 
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established rule in equity that a trustee cannot, as against his cestui que 
trust, make any profit out of the execution of the trusts in respect of the 
application of his personal trouble.” The same principles appeared to 
have been acted on by Lord Romilly in Re Taylor (2 W.R. 49, 18 Beav. 
165). The Vice-Chancellor did, however, not consider that the law as to 
solicitor trustees was always applicable to solicitor mortgagees ; for he said, 
“a mortgagee, in his mere character of mortgagee, is not a trustee.” The 
rule which governed that case was to be found in the judgment of the 
same Vice-Chancellor in Sclater v. Cottam (5 W.R. 744), where he said 
that the principle was that a mortgagee was entitled as between him 
and a mortgagor, or subsequent assignee of a mortgagor, to have 
taken into account any costs incurred in protecting the title; 
and the mortgagee, though entitled to all expenses properly incurred in 
— of the mortgaged property, supposing he employed an agent or 
lector, yet he could not himself charge for his own personal trouble. 

It was therefore held that a solicitor mortgagee who had defended the 
title to the mortgaged property in two actions, in one of which he acted 
as solicitor for himself and co-mortgagee, and in the other for himself 
alone, was entitled to costs out of pocket only. In Re Roberts (38 W.R. 
225, 43 Ch. D. 52) it was held by Kay, J.. on the like principle, that a 
solicitor could not charge his client with profit costs for the preparation 
of a mortgage from the client to himself. These decisions and the principle 
on which they were based were approved and applied by the Court of Appeal 
in Re Wallis (38 W.R. 482. 25 Q. B. D. 180). The costs relating toa transfer 
of a mortgage appeared to his lordship to fall, not within the decision in 
Matthiszon v. Clarke, but within that in He Roberts ; and if Mr. Fisher 
had been sole mortgagee and had had no practice, the application in the 
first of the cases before him, so far as it related to the costs of the 
transfer, must have been held to be concluded against the applicants 
on authority. It was, however, contended that a distinction ought 
to be made ; first, because he was only one of two mortgagees; and, 
secondly, because he had a-partner. As regarded the first dis- 
tinction, the learned judge thought that both on principle and on 
authority it could not prevail. The principle was that a solicitor mort- 
gagee was not to receive remuneration for his own trouble, and that 
principle applied whether the trouble was taken by the solicitor on his 
own behalf solely, or on behalf of himself jointly with someone else. 
Moreover, the point was covered by the decision in Sclater v. Cottam. 
The second ground of distinction gave rise to greater difficulty. In his 
lordship’s opinion, the rule did not prevent the partner from receiving 
remuneration, but the question immediately arose, what was the partner's 
remuneration to be! If the partners enter into an agreement that the 
mortgagee partner was not to share in the profits arising from the 
transaction, he should feel free to hold that the usual costs were to be 
allowed in full; in the absence of such an agreement it did not appear 
that that ought to be done. If, on taking the plaintiff's accounts between 
Mr. Fisher and Mr. Hodges, it turned out that a share of the profit costs 
was allowed to Mr. Fisher. and that he had actually got the benefit of 
that share in account, it would seem that he could not retain that benefit 
against the mortgagor. On the other hand. if the account shewed that 
the mortgagee was indebted to his co-partner, the latter ought not to be 
deprived of so much of the costs as was required to be applied in satisfac- 
tion of the debt. Now, to make the taxation depend on the result of the 
taking of a partnership account would simply be to introduce a rule unwork- 
able in practice and to push abstract principle to a point at which it ceased 
to give results consistent with justice: in short, to add another to the 
sufficiently numerous illustrations of the adage Summum jus summa injuri7. 
Two alternatives only appear to be open. either to allow the whcele of the 
costs just as if an independent solicitor had been employed, or else to allow 
the partner the same share of the profit costs in the specific matter 
as he was entitled to in the general profits of the partnership business. 
His lordship came to the conclusion that the latter alternative was 
preferable ; and he did so the more readily because he found upon inquiry 
that, althongh there was no established practice on the subject in the 
taxing master’s office. that view had actually been acted upon there. It 
was contended that the point had been decided the other way in Re 
Donaldson (27 Ch. D. 544, 35 W. BR. Dig. 61). and a closer examination of 
the report did appear to shew that Mr. Donaldson. the mortgagee 
solicitor in that case. was a member of a firm of Brown & Donaldson. 
was no allusion, however, to that fact in the argument or 

the judgment. and some at least of the observations in the judg- 
ment, as well as the decision itself. seemed difficult to reconcile with the 
principles laid down by the Court of Appeal in the subsequent case of He 
Wallis, by which he was bound. Under those circumstances. he could not 
regard the decision in + Donaldson as governing the case of Re Doody. 
To return to the consideration of the rules which governed the rights of 
solicitor trustees. an exception to the general rule already stated was 
established by (radock v. Piper (1 Mac. & G. 664), decided in 1850 by 
Lord Cottenham. It is to the effect that where a solicitor (or his firm) 
appears in a suit or action on behalf of himself and a co-trustee, and the 
expense had not thereby been increased. the solicitor (or his firm as the 
case might be) was entitled to the usual costs. The summons in //ibbert 
¥. Lloyd raised the next question. whether a similar exception existed in 
the case of solicitor mortgagees. The rule had been adversely criticized 
by Lord Cranworth in Broughton v. Broughton (see pp. 164, 165 of the 
report). but it had been acted upon ever since. It was recently 
considered by the Court of Appeal in Re (ursellis, Lawton vy. 
Elwes (35 W. B. 369, 34 Ch. D. 675). In that case Lindley, LJ.. at 
p. 687, said - “I am not one of those who admire the decision in (radock 
v. Piper. t is one of those cases which are anomalous, but which have 
laid down a certain rule. and that rule has been acted upon by everybody 
whom it concerns for so long a time that we cannot and ought 
poy to vary it. . , . We must accept it as an anomalous rule 








applicable to the case to which it applies, and which ought not 
to be extended. . But, although we ought not to extend the 
rule, it will not do to fritter it away.” And Lopes, L.J., expressed 
himself to the same effect. With those expressions his lordship desired 
respectfully to ex: his concurrence. In reply to an inquiry whether 
the rule established in Cradock v. Piper had been applied to solicitor 
mortgagees by the taxing masters, he had received the following 
certificate from the senior master, Mr. Buckley :—‘‘In answer to your 
lordship’s question, I beg to certify that, according to the practice of this 
office, the principle of Craduck v. Piper is not applicable to the costs of 
a solicitor mortgagee acting for himself and his co-mortgagees. This 
practice is founded on the case of Selater v. Cottam, which decides that 
under such circumstances the solicitor is entitled to costs out of pocket 
only—and this is confirmed by the recent cases of Stonc v. Lickorish § 
Bellord (39 W. BR. 331; 1891, 2 Ch. 363) and Re Wallis.” © The 
decision in Sclater v. Cottam was in point, although it did not appear 
that the Vice-Chancellor’s attention had been called to (uaduck 
v. Piper. Seeing, however, that that decision was given in 1857, 
and had been acted on uniformly by the taxing masters, and that the rule 
established by Cradock v. Piper was an anomaly, and was not to be 
extended, his lordship thought that it ought not to be applied in the 
case of solicitor mortgagees. The result was that in Re Doody, Fisher y, 
Doody the summons would be allowed as regarded both classes of items 
which he had mentioned, and the matter would be remitted to the taxing 
master for reconsideration, with a direction that he was to ascertain the 
amount which would have been properly chargeable against the mortgagor 
if an independent solicitor had been employed, and to allow the same 
proportion of that amount as Mr. Hodges was entitled to in respect of 
the general profits of the partnership between himself and Mr. Fisher, 
The costs of both parties of the summons would be costs in the action, 
In Hibbert v. Lloyd the summons would be dismissed, without costs.— 
In Re Doody, Fisher v. Doody : COUNSEL, Jfastings, Q.C., and Prior; 
Micklem, Sowrcrrors, Cope § Co:; Sharpe, Parker, 8 Cv., for Cave § 
Laycock, Altrincham, In Hibbert v. Lloyd: CounseL, Hastings, Y.C, 
and Methold ; Birrell; Challis, Soenicitrors, Bolton § Co. ; Stevens, 
Bautree, & Stevens: Chester § Sons, * 
(Reported by W. A. G. Waond, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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REPORT OF THE COUNCIL OF JUDGES. 


The Council of Judges of the Supreme Court, duly assembled in pur- 
suance of the 75th section of the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, 
on the 17th, 21st, and 23rd days of June, 1892, having taken into considera- 
tion the operation of that Act and the Rules of Court. as appears from 
the resolutions of the council herewith enclosed, do hereby report to the 
Secretary of State that it would, in their judgment, be expedient to make 
such amendments in the Judicature Acts and otherwise as may be neces- 
sary for giving effect to the resolutions aforesaid, as to which they subjoin 
the observations following :— 

I. The council are strongly of opinion that a circuit system must be 
continued. The problem arises how to arrange for the constant presence 
of a sufficient number of judges in London to provide for the continuous 
administration of justice, and at the same time for a sufficient attendance 
of judges in the country to satisfy all reasonable local requirements. 

The council propose a plan with the object of sufficiently providing for 
the trial of causes in the country by judges of the High Uourt and of 
securing the presence in London of never fewer than eight, and for the 
greater number of working days in the legal year of more than eight 
judges of the Queen’s Bench Division. The essential foundation of this 
scheme is the grouping on centres of country civil causes. If this cannot 
be done, the council are of opinion that all the other alterations suggested 
will have but little effect, and that the most valuable part of the proposed 
reforms in the present administration of the law will be frustrated. 

The council are of opinion that a criminal assize ought to be held 
before a judge of the supreme court in every county three times a year; 
in Liverpool and Manchester four times a year. But they recommend 
that the trial of civil disputes in the country should be ro-organised. At 

t civil causes are tried at 56 circuit towns twice a year. Resolutions 
8% and 9 show the average number of civil causes tried at each. At 40 of 
the 56 the average number is so small that the sending of a judge, or the 
keeping of a judge there to try civil causes, is a waste of judicial time, 
which is injurious to the due administration of the law. Judges are thus 
employed unnecessarily in the country when their presence is imperatively 
required in London. The plan provides that the civil causes which are 
now tried at those 40 places should be tried at the 18 larger places named 
in the resolutions above mentioned; the principle of allocation being 
convenience of access. 

According to the scheme of the council there should be a criminal assize 
in every county three times a year, and a civil assize in, every one of the 
centres appointed for the trial of civil causes twice a year; there being, 
however, at Leeds, three civil assizes, and at Liverpool and Manchester 
four criminal and civil assizes. It is recommended that the judge who is 
trying civil causes at any centre should not leave until all the civil causes 
entered for trial there are disposed of ; that a list of the number of causes 
to be tried on each day should be so arranged that notice can be given to 
each place from which a cause comes of the day on which it will be heard. 

The times at which the judges will leave London upon the circuit 
business, both civil and criminal, are approximately shown in the skeleton 
circuit papers attached to the resolutions, 

The result is that there will, asa rule, be in London eight judges at 
least for Queen’s Bench business, and a constant and uniform supply of 
the necessary courts, divisional or otherwise, for all business, 
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II. The council propose to check unreasonable applications by the 

intiff under Order XIV. by directing the master or judge to award 
costs against him to be paid at once; and the master or judge will have 

wer, when leave, conditional or unconditional, is given to defend, to 
direct the trial of the cause forthwith. If unconditional leave to defend 
is given, there will be no appeal. 

If no judgment is allowed under Order XIV., the succeeding steps now 
taken on summons are often taken where there ought to be no dispute. 
The council recommend that the remedy suggested by the committee of 
1881* should be adopted by extending the provisions of Order XXX., and 
rendering the procedure under it compulsory instead of optional. All the 
ordinary steps in a cause should be dealt with under one summons, to be 
taken out within a limited time. This summons, called a “Summons for 
Directions,” ought to be taken out by the ane wo within fourteen days 
after appearance, and the master on the hearing of it ought to direct 
whether there should be pleadings or not in the case ; whether there should 
be particulars, and, if any, what particulars; where the case should be 
tried, and by which form of trial; what admissions ought to be made : 
what interrogatories, if any, should be administered; what affidavit, if 
any, of documents should be allowed; what inspection, if any, should be 
granted ; whether a commission to examine witnesses should be permitted, 
and to what extent and in what form ; and whether less strict evidence as 
to certain facts should be permitted. If these directions are not com- 

lied with, or further directions are necessary, the matter can be 
reconsidered by the master upon a two days’ notice. 

Complaint is made of delay, expense, and vexation by the abuse of 
interrogatories, of the affidavit of documents, of the inspection of 
documents, and of the demand of-particulars. The council propose to 
restore the method of dealing with interrogatories which was formerly 
followed by the judge in chambers. _When leave was asked to administer 
interrogatories, they were in old times put before the judge, and the 
nature of the dispute was stated to him. He saw at once which of the 
proposed interrogatories were fair and reasonable, and whether any were 
too involved and captious. He disallowed all unnecessary questions and 
allowed the rest, if any. 

Expense, in the shape of particulars and otherwise, is often caused by 
the unreasonable denial or traverse of facts not really in controversy. 
The actual point in dispute is in many actions perfectly well known to 
both parties and their advisers, It is in such cases easily ascertained 
without the necessity of pleadings ; when that is so, no pleading should 
be allowed. Much vexation is at present caused to men of business, and 
indeed to all suitors, by the necessity for an affidavit of documents and by 
the inspection of their books and correspondence. A severe control should 
be exercised over this abuse; and the. inspection of books and corres- 
pondence should be..limsited in practice unless where some specific 
fraudulent concealment is suggested upon reasonable grounds. 

III. As to the place of trial, the council recommend that it should be 
determined by the master or judge wpon the summons for directions. 
The trial must be in London or at one of the places appointed for the 
trials of civil causes on the circuits. The governing consideration should 
be that a cause ought to be tried at the place where it can be tried most 
conveniently for all parties and most cheaply. 

IV. With respect to trials in London, the council recommend that there 
should be two lists in which causes may be entered for trial in London in 
the Queen's Bench Division—one called the “ List of Mercantile Causes,” 
the other the “General List of Causes.” The parties to a mercantile 
cause should be enabled, if they think fit, to enter their cause in the 
“Mercantile List ;” but no other than a mercantile cause should be 
entered in that list. The associate should be the authority to determine 
whether a cause proposed to be entered in that list is properly a mercantile 
cause. If not, it must be entered in the “ General List of Causes.” 

The Mercantile List should be divided into two lists, each to be tried 
by a judge nominated to try mercantile causes. Two of the judges ought 
to be selected by the Queen’s Bench Division at their first meeting in the 
legal year to try mercantile causes for the ensuing legal year. Each of 
the two judges should try the causes assigned to his list in their order 
until his list is exhausted except when he is engaged on circuit. But he 
ought to be empowered for special reasons to advance a cause and fix a day 
for its trial. The causes in the general list will be set down for trial 
as now, 

V. In the Chancery Division many of the suggestions made by the 
committee of 1885,+ except those which depended on the appointment of 
an additional judge, have been embodied in rules of court. The rule on 
the subject of adjournments of long appointments before a chief clerk has 
worked well, but adjournments are still too easily obtained. The extended 
application of originating summonses has proved very beneficial, and has 
greatly reduced the number of orders for the general administration of 
the estates of deceased persons and the general execution of trusts, In 
1889-90 the writs issued were 3,249 and the originating summonses were 
5.640, But still the business is blocked, particularly in the trial of 
Witneas actions, and the amount of business is'very heavy: nor has the 
continuous trial of witness actions without adjournments been yet satis- 
factorily secured in any of the chancery courts, except in the one speciall 
assigned for the hearing only of causes. Originating summonses, iene 





* NoTg.—The committee referred to consisted of Lord Coleridge, Lord Justice James, 
Sir James (now Lord) Hannen, Lord Justice Bowen, Lord Shand, Mr, Justice Mathew 
Sir Henry James, Sir F. (now Lord) Herschell, Mr, R. T, Reid, Qc., Mr, Hollams, an 
Mr, Charles Harrison, 

The report (dated May 1881) was presented to Parliament. 


+ NOTE.—The committee referred to consisted of Lord Esher, Lord Justice Kay, Mr, 

Zeation come, ale Horace Davey QC. Mr. Mowatt Mr, (now Justioe) Stirling, Mr. 
J , Mr, K, Mai nzle, @.¢., Mr. Henry Roscoe, a t, Thomas Marshall, 
Phe report (dated August 7th, 1836) was laid before Parliament, 








ay a to the suitors, increase the work of the judges in 
chambers. 

The further extension of this mode of proceeding is recommended, but 
this extension will render it still more difficult for the judges who have 
chambers to give time to witness actions. No order for general or i 
administration or for the execution of trusts can now be made by a ehief 
clerk ; such orders can only be made by the judge himself. 

Witness actions in the Chancery Division are increasing. Many causes 
are taken into the Chancery Division to be tried which are not assigned to 
that division, but might be tried in the Queen’s Bench Division. Such 
actions when taken into the Chancery Division should be governed by the 
same procedure as in the Queen’s Bench Division. A return has been 
made of the number of judgments and orders made in court in the Chancery 
Division in the year 1891 on the trial of actions, on the hearing on further 
consideration, and on motions, petitions, and adjourned summonses, 

The return is given thus: the orders made were— 


By L. J. Fry... ner jes ae ose 27 
L.J. Kay ... vse ise vn 1 
Mr. J. Chitty Ssi6 ies o> 3,268 
Mr. J.North ..... ed Sy vee 960 
Mr. J. Stirling ... ae -- 1,084 
Mr. J. Kekewich ‘; iid .. 1,042 
Mr. J. Romer ... as aie “ 466 
Mr. J. V. Williams one ise ia 68 
The Vacation Judge ... ous — 234 

Total ... 


5,005 

In addition to these it is estimated that at least 4,000 orders, many of 
them final, were in the same year made in chambers by the judge in 
person. 

In respect of these orders and judgments, the Court of Appeal in 1891 
heard 129 appeals from final judgments, and 78 appeals from interlocu 
orders. The amount of business is therefore enormous, and the council 
are of opinion taat the permanent aid of an additional judge in that 
division is essential. Without such aid the business of the Chancery 
Division cannot be brought under control. Four of the present judges 
have each a staff of clerks to work out orders and judgments after they 
are made or given. and to do other work in chambers. One of the present 
judges has no such staff, but tries witness actions only. It is proposed 
that the additional judge should have no staff of clerks; that he should 
try witness actions ; that the orders and judgments of the two judges who 
try witness actions, when it is necessary that they should be worked out, 
should be worked out in the chambers of the four judges who each have a 
staff, and that the preliminary steps of the witness actions should be dealt 
with in the same manner. 

Besides many other recommendations dealt with in the resolutions, the 
council recommend that the chief clerks should specifically take note of 
undue delay before them, and that by virtue of such note the costs caused 
by the delay should fall upon the party causing it, and should be dis- 
allowed as between solicitor and client. 

They also recommend various details for checking the heavy expenses 
incurred by protracted litigation in the administration of estates, which 
sometimes exhausts the whole of smaller estates in costs ; for giving the 

discretion as to evidence in such administration cases ; for extending 
the use of the originating summons ; and for amalgamating the chancery 
offices. 

The council have-considered the ens how the expense of adminis- 
tering estates may be diminished. It is no longer obli on the judge 
to make a general order if the questions raised can otherwise be properly 
determined. A very useful power has recently been conferred on the 
judge of directing accounts to be delivered out of court, and this is 
frequently exercised. Orders for general administration are now com- 
paratively rare. The council are of opinion that a new form ef order may 
be advantageously introduced, analogous to an order for winding up 
companies subject to the supervision of the court. An outline of the 
proposed new procedure will be found among the resolutions. 

Administration judgments are now rendered necessary in many cases in 
order to prevent one creditor from obtaining payment in priority to others. 
The council recommend that the law be altered so as to prevent this, and 
to secure a rateable payment where the assets are insufficient to pay all 
creditors in full, They also recommend that the right of an executor or 
administrator to retain his own debt in preference to other creditors shall 
be abolished. 

VI. The council have considered the practice as to the taxation and pay- 
ment of costs which at present distinguishes costs as between solicitor and 
client from costs between party and party ; and they think that such dis- 
tinction cannot be justified by reason. If the losing party in litigation 
ought to pay the costs of his successful opponent, he ought to pay all the 
costs reasonably incurred by that opponent, The costs taxed as between 
the parties ought therefore to include all the costs incurred by the 
successful party in the reasonable prosecution of the dispute. As all the 
reasonable costs of the successful party will be paid by the losing party, 
there ought to be no further costs payable by the successful party to his 
own solicitor, unless after full warning and explanation he has elected to 
incur them. 

VII. As to the question of appeals, the council find that in the year 
1891, as an example, there were in London 39,775 summonses before the 
masters, of which 8,255 were taken to the judge in chambers, 506 to the 
divisional courts, and 51 thence to the Court of A Of the 51 cases 
so brought before the Court of Appeal not more 15 or 20 were with 
regard to mere matters of practice or procedyre, And no case of that 
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kind was taken to the House of Lords. In the Liverpool Registry ther® 
were 1,072 summonses (in the Queen’s Bench Division), and in the 
Manchester Registry 192, and from neither Registry was there more than 
an insignificant number of appeals. Although the number of cases in which 
appeals in matters of practice have been carried to several successive courts 
does not appear large, the council recommend that the opportunity of 
using so many stages of appeal should be taken away. The obligation to 
take out one summons, the “ Summons for Directions,” instead of the succes- 
sion of summonses now in use, willdomuch. Thecouncil recommend that 
appeals from a master to a judge when attended by counsel on both sides 

1 go into a list and be heard by a judge in court ; and that where the 
appeal is to be attended on one side by a solicitor or solicitor’s clerk, it 
shall be heard by a judge in chambers who shall have power, if he thinks 
fit, to transfer it into court. They recommend, further, that there should 
be no appeal from any interlocutory order made by a judge in chambers or 
in court, without leave of a judge, except in the following cases, which, in 
their effect, are too important to be determined by one decision of a single 
judge. The excepted cases are, where the liberty of the subject or the 
custody of infants is concerned ; where judgment has been entered under 
Order XIV., or conditional leave to defend has been granted (there being 
no appeal where unconditional leave to defend has been given) ; where an 
order has been made for service of a writ out of the jurisdiction ; cases of 
prohibition, and of injunctions and receiverships before judgment ; cases 
of charging orders ; and of commissions to take evidence abroad, They 
recommend also that there should be no appeal without the leave of the 
court from any decision of a divisional court, when it is sitting as a court 
of appeal from a county court, revising barrister, official referee, taxing 
master, Xc, 

The council recommend that all appeals in matters of practice and 
procedure from orders made by « judge in court or in chambers should in 
the Queen’s Bench Division be to a divisional court of the Queen’s Bench 
Division composed (with a view to permanency) of three judges selected 
by that division ; that such appeals in the Chancery Division should (as at 
present) be to the Court of Appeal; that in matters of practice and 
procedure there should be no further appeal; that all interlocutory 
appeals from a judge should be brought within eight days ; appeals asking 
for a new trial or from a divisional court within 14 days; from final 
judgments within two calendar months, 


1COURT TO REVIEW SENTENCES. 


Besides the foregoing matters relating to the working of the Judicature 
Acts, the judges of the Supreme Court have thought it their duty to 
consider that which is the most responsible and the most difficult part of 
the administration of the law, namely, the administration of the criminal 
law. _ A pressing question is, whether there should be a Court of Appeal 
in criminal cases; and what jurisdiction it should exercise. There is a 
great diversity in the sentences passed by different courts in respect of 
offences of the same kind, where the circumstances are very similar. It 
is much to be desired that this diversity should be, if possible, avoided. 
It ofted happens when a person is convicted of a serious crime, and is 
sentenced to a severe punishment, and most frequently when a person is 
convicted of murder, that a petition is presented after having been 
circulated for signatures, and the Home Secretary is pressed to review the 
finding of the jury and the sentence of the judge. 

This review is not asked for on the ground of the exercise of the pre- 
rogative of mercy, but by way of appeal upon an assertion that the verdict 
or sentence was wrong. The request is really an appeal, and not merely 
& petition. That appeal throws at times more responsibility on the Home 

e than any one man ought to have imposed upon him. After full 
consideration, the inatitution of a Court is recommended, having full juris- 
diction to review and alter sentences, and a limited jurisdiction to assist the 
Home Secretary in reconsidering sentences or convictions at his request. 
As to sentences, the great object is to procure a greater uniformity than 
existe. A series of decisions by one court would, by examples and the 
reasons given for them, tend to secure uniformity. The court should, as 
far as possible, for long periods consist of the same judges ; it should be 
“@ permanent court,” consisting of seven judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division who go circuit, with a quorum of five. In order to procure rapidity 
of decision, the court must be prepared to meet whenever necessary. The 
resolutions drawn up on this subject have been framed with the view of 
effecting as much in the desired direction as appears at present to be 
practicable. The judges think that it would be contrary to the fundamental 
rules of English criminal law to interfere with a verdict of acquittal. 
No man who is once acquitted should be put in danger again in respect of 
the same accusation. But the punishment inflicted on a convicted prisoner 
should, if justice requires it, be diminished, and the court, on the hearing 
of such an application, should have power to increase the applicant's 
sentence when the facts seem to need it. Any independent application to 
increase punishment should be made on the personal responsibility of the 
Attorney-General, who would only so apply in cases appearing to him to 
be of extreme or systematic inadequacy of sentence. It is necessary to 
give this power to the Attorney-General, to be exercised by him only in 


Fare cases, because it would hardly be possible otherwise to attain and / 





force a ble uniformity of sentences. An opportunity should be 

afforded to every prisoner of being heard, by himself or counsel, before his 
sentence is increase). 

proposals are made in the anticipation that the number of appeals 

will not be greater than the court, constituted and acting as suggested, 

will be able to deal with. The nonpayment of costs, the possibility of an 

imereaned sentence, and, after a short time, the increased uniformity of 

sentences throughout the country and the consequent difficulty of 

an alteration, will prevent hopeless appeals, To prevent oppres- 

sjom the council think that there ought not to be new trials in criminal 





cases ; and that if the first conviction is wrong, the accused ought not ig 
be put in jeopardy again. The council desire that it should be distinotly 
understood that, in their opinion, the prerogative of mercy as meray 
would remain absolutely untouched. 


RESOLUTIONS OF THE COUNCIL OF JUDGES, 


CIRCUITS. 


1. No change shall be made in the number of the assizes for criminal 
business or in the places for which such assizes are held. 

2. A civil assize shall not be held in every county of England an 
Wales, but a system of grouping the civil business on centres throughout 
the different circuits shall be adopted, and the Civil business of those 
towns which are within a convenient distance of the Metropolis shall be 
brought there for trial. 

If this system be adopted, and the judge be sent to try only civil causes 
at those towns, 18 in number instead of 56 as now, it will be possible to 
have throughout the year in London eight judges at the least. 

3. The civil and the criminal business at the centres selected for group. 
ing shall be conducted by two judges, who shall leave London and return 
approximately at the dates set forth in the circuit forms annexed hereto, 


Upon their return the judges who are to try the prisoners at the Criminal ° 


Assizes shall go as set forth in the same forms. If this be done, there will 
be always a sufficient staff of judges in London, and one of the great 
complaints now made against the single-judge system—i.c., that it is not 
known with any certainty when ‘the civil business will begin and whether 
there will be time to try the causes entered—will cease to exist. 

4. Power shall be given to the sheriff of the county in which civil causes 
are tried to take a jury to view in any other county. 

5. At the centres a daily cause list shall be made out, as is now done at 
Liverpool, Manchester, and other large assize towns,.so that’ no more than 
the requisite number of witnesses need be at an assize town at once. The 
impossibility of doing this in criminal cases (for every witness has to be 
in the assize town on the first, or at any rate the second, day to go before 
the grand jury) was one reason which caused the grouping of counties for 
the trial of criminal cases to be abandoned. 

6. Order 36, rule 226, shall be repealed, and causes may be entered at 
the assize towns where causes are tried down to 6 p.m., on the day before 
the trial of causes is to begin. 

7. The judges of the Queen’s Bench Division shall meet in the month of 
May or June in each year, and allocate to the judges their respective work 
for the legal year, beginning on the 24th October then next. 

8. The following are the centres (exclusive of London) to which a judge 
is to go to transact civil business. 

The figures denote the average number of causes tried at each assize 
during the last four years, 1888 to 1891, inclusive :— 


Liverpool ee we 584 | Exeter 8 
Manchester os .» 5384 York 6 
Leeds eae oa .. 56 | Carlisle 6 
Birmingham ... ceo! | Nottingham 7 
Glamorgan en a Norwich 6 
Bristol ... re Soo a Winchester 5 
Newcastle ide oe Lincoln 3 
Durham ... wae ae Carnarvon ... ‘sid xi. 
Chester... wee oa & T Bam... > ae 


* 


Norwich, Lincoln, and Bodmin are not grouped because of their 
peculiar geographical position. 

9, The following are the towns proposed to be grouped upon the above- 
mentioned centres and London. 

The figures denote the average number of causes tried at each assize 
during the last four years, 1888 to 1891, inclusive, to each town. 


Oakham ... 5 ee Dorchester ... 2 
Mold “* eee ane Beaumaris ... 2 
Presteign ... 4 Northampton 2 
Appleby 4 Worcester 2 
Aylesbury ... 4 Hereford 2 
Ruthin... 5 Cambridge ... 2 
Dolgelly mod 4 Somerset 2 
Cardigan ... eos | Oxford 2 
Bedford 1 Suffolk 3 
Huntingdon 1 Gloucester ... 3 
Hertford 1 | Carmarthen... 3 
Montgomery 1 | Derb oe 3 
Brecon 1 Chelmsford ... t 
Warwick 1 | Leicester t 
Lancaster ... I Shrewsbury... { 
Reading | | Surrey . f 
Monmouth | | Stafford iD 
Wilts , ive moe Lewes 6 
Haverfordwest... .» | | Maidstone 7 


10. Power shall be taken to order under special circumstances a cause 
be tried at any town to which a Criminal . only proceeds, : 

(Tables of circuit papers follow relating to the Long Winter Circuit, the 
Short Spring Circuit, the Long Summer Circuit, and the Autumn Circuit,) 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
PROCEDURE. 


11, Whithin 14 days after appearance plaintiff shall applyfeither under 
Order 14 or for directions, ! 
12. Where there js an application under Order XIV,, and the judge om 
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appeal from the master considers there should be unconditional leave to 
defend, there shall be no further appeal. The costs of applications under 
Order XIV. should be decided and ordered to be paid at the time of the 
application in favour of one party or the other, or referred to the judge at 
the trial : such costs, in case the trial does not take place, to be costs in 
cause. 
ar Where leave, whether conditional or unconditional, is givén to 
defend, the master is to have power to order ‘the cause to be set down 
for trial, and to direct as to mode and place of trial. The master should 
have power to order cases to be put into a special list and tried forthwith. 

14. No pleading shall be allowed without order. 

15. Where summons is taken out for directions, the master may make 
orders as to :— 

Pleadings, 
Particulars, 
Admissions, 
Affidavits of documents, 
Inspection, including inspection of real or personal property, 
Interrogatories, 
Commissions, 
Venue, 
Mode of trial, 
and all other interlocutory matters, except as otherwise provided. 

Power should be given to the master under summons for directions ito 
order that evidence of particular facts should be given by affidavit of 
information and belief, or by production of documents, or copies of docu- 
ments, or by entries in books. 

16. If Resolution 15 be not followed, plaintiff shall not be allowed to 
take any further proceedings without leave. 

17. Any application for directions after the first shall be made under 
the original summons for directions by two days’ notice stating grounds 
of application. 

18. Any application which might have been made on the summons for 
directions shall, if granted on any subsequent application, be" granted at 
the costs of the party so subsequently applying unless the master 
otherwise direct. 

19. Interrogatories shall not be allowed unless the master thinks them 
necessary for the fair trial of the cause or for the saving of costs. 

20, Affidavit of documents and inspection of documents shall be allowed 
only when and to the extent to which the master thinks it necessary for 
the fair trial of the cause or to save costs. 

21, Inspection in the case of business books shall be replaced by an 
affidavit, and by extracts or copies similar to those required under the 
Bankers Books Evidence Acts, unless the master otherwise orders. 

22. Where privilege is claimed the master shall be at liberty to inspect 
the document. 

23. If one party states on affidavit his belief that the other party has or 
8 has had in his possession one or more specific documents relative to the 
6 matters in question, the other party shall say whether he has such 
6 document or documents in his possession ; the statement to be verified by 
j affidavit if the master so directs, This application may be made either 
6 before or after the affidavit of documents. 

° 24, In cases intended to be appealed from the master to the judge, 
appeal should be by notice without any further summors of appeal. 

3 25. Where an appeal from the master to the judge is to be attended by 
3 counsel on both sides it shall go into a list and shall be heard by a judge 
In court, 

26. Where the appeal is to be attended on one side by a solicitor or a 
solicitor’s clerk it shall be heard by the judge in chambers. 

_ 27. The judge in chambers shall be at liberty, if he thinks fit, to transfer 
into court a case appealed from the master. 

28. Neither the fact of a defendant having paid money into court nor 
the amount paid in shall be communicated to the jury by either side until 
after verdict given. The sole question at the trial shall be, how much is 
the defendant to pay the plaintiff for the admitted cause of action. 
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MODE AND PLACE OF TRIAL. 

30. The mode of trial in the Queen’s Bench Division shall be by a judge 
without a jury, or by a judge with a jury, or by a judge with assessors ; 
the mode to be determined on the summons for directions: Provided 
always that in the following cases the right of either party to a trial by 
jury shall be absolute: libel, slander, seduction, false imprisonment, 
malicious prosecution, breach of promise of marriage. 

31. The place of trial shall be at such town (where actions are tried) as 
shall be the least expensive and most convenient, subject to any statutes 
fixing the place of trial. 


COMMERCIAL CouURT. 


32. There shall be a cause list for London, headed the Commercial List. 
38. In this list, none but commercial causes shall be entered, 
34, The entry of causes in this list shall be allowed or disallowed by the 
associate, who shall have power to refer the question to one of the 
to _— ~ gga to try this list, from whose determination there shall be 
appeal. 
_ 35, In May or June of each year two judges shall be chosen by the 
{admes of the Queen’s Bench Division to try the causes in the “ Commercial 
-ist” for the coming year beginning the 24th October. 

36, These two judges shall be continuously engaged in disposing of the 
causes in this list, except when they are engaged on circuit, 

87. This list shall be divided into two, and the causes in each of such 
lists shall be assigned to one of the two judges, and then each shall try 
the causes assigned to him until he has finished his list, 

48. It shall be competent to either judge to expedite the hearing of a 










cause in his list, or to direct a transfer to the other judge with the consent 
of the other judge. 

38a. That for this commercial list a general jury panel should be 
formed of persons conversant with commercial matters. 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 


39. An additional judge permanently attached to the division is neces- 
sary for the disposal of the witness list. 

‘ 40, A separate list shall be made out for each court taking the witness 
ist. 

41. The judges of the Chancery division attach great importance to the 
preservation of the existing relations between themselves and their respec- 
tive chief clerks. The Council does not recommend the disturbance of 
those relations so far as regards the office of chief clerk, and as distinct 
from the amalgamation in other respects of the entire Chancery officers 
and staff, a measure of which the Council approves ; and the Council is of 
opinion that a considerable saving of time and expense might be effected 
by carrying out the recommendations of the Committee of 1885 based on 
be 4th and 5th Resolutions to the report then made, These were as 

ollows :— 

“4. That the whole administrative staff of the Chancery Division in 
London shall eventually be brought under the control of the several Chancery 
judges, by attaching to each judge a sufficient number of clerks to do all the 
business of Chancery causes and matters, including the drawing of orders 
and taxing of costs; the duties of such clerks and the distribution of 
business among them to be determined by rules to be made by the jndges of 
the Chancery Division. 

“5. That in order to carry out the object of the last preceding resolution, 
power be taken by which on any vacancy occurring among the registrars or 
taxing masters or their clerks, such vacancies shall be filled by appointing 
additional chicf and other clerks to act with the present chicf clerks and 
their clerks. 

“ We hare come to the conclusion that much time and expense would be 
saved if those who draw up decrees and orders, as the registrars, and those 
who tax costs, as the taxing masters, were not s0 completely divided from 
the chief clerks and other officials of the division, and if they were brought 
more under the control and supervision of the judges. We therefore 
recommend, as in Iesolutions 4 and 5, that by degrees the separate offices of 
registrars and taxing masters should be abolished, clerks of equal qualifi- 
cations being assigned to cach judge to perform their duties. 

“ At some future time it would probably appear that a new classification 
and arrangement of clerks should be made, but caperience alone, we think, 
can indicate what changes should be made in this respect.” 

42, The four judges, who have chambers, and a staff of clerks, shall 
devote themselves in the first instance to the disposal of their non-witness 
lists and their motions, petitions, and chamber work. 

43. The summons for directions and other resolutions as to procedure 
shall apply, with necessary and proper modifications, to all actions 
commenced by writ in this division other than actions specially assigned 
by the Judicature Acts to this division. In cases assigned to the Chancery 
division interlocutory proceedings, i. , those which would be dealt with 
by a master in the Queen’s Bench division shall be taken before the chief 
clerk as if he were a master. 

44. Where proceedings before a chief clerk are unduly delayed, he shall 
have power to disallow costs occasioned by such delay, and any costs so 
disallowed shall be disallowed on taxation as between the solicitor and the 
client. 

45. The chief clerk shall, at the beginning of each sittings, make a 
report to the judge of the cases in which he considers that there has been 
any undue delay in the proceedings before him in chambers. The judge 
shall have power to require the solicitor alleged to be in default to show 
cause why he should not pay the costs occasioned by the delay, and of the 
application. There shall be no appeal from any order of the judge in any 
such matter. 

46. Resolutions 22 and 23 shall apply to all actions in the Chancery 
Division. 


THE POWERS OF THE JUDGE SHALL BE EXTENDED IN THE FOLLOWING 
CASES :— 

47. In cases relating to the distribution of a fund or property, whether 
in court or out of court, the judge in person shall be at liberty, in order 
to avoid expense and delay, to accept or allow testimony of information 
and belief and such other evidence as, regard being had to the circam- 
stances of the icular case, he shall consider reasonable, He may 
exercise this discretion, without any formal application, by giving 
directions to the chief clerk in the particular case as to the nature of the 
evidence to be accepted or allowed. 

48. Where service of an order for accounts or inquiries is dispensed with 
the judge in person may, if he thinks fit, direct that the persons as to 
whom service is dispensed with shall be bound as if served, and they shall 
be bound accordingly, except where the order has been obtained by frand 
or non-disclosure of material facts, 

49, Where, under the existing rules of Order|LV., the: judge in person 
does not think fit to direct additional persons to be served, such 
persons though not served shall be bound by the order if it so directs, 
except in cases where the order has been obtained by fraud or non- 
— of sages og oe 

50, power judge to appoint persons to represent persons not 
before the court shall be enlarged ; for instance, he may appoint a person 


to represent the heir, where there is difficulty in ascertaining the heir or of 





serving him, 



















































































pe en te ee ae ANE RE ET AN a et ne Se NTE OPA —eemmenen 


Ra comcatl wtcan aatsodinagane 


720 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 






Aug. 13, 1892. 





a « 








51. Where a compromise is proposed between some of the beneficiaries 
and a trustee sought to be charged and the judge in person considers the 
compromise to be for the benefit of all concerned, his power shall be 
enlarged so as to bind absent beneficiaries. 

52. In debenture holders actions where the debentures create a charge, 
in actions for partition, and in all actions in which the court can order a 
sale, the judge in person may in his discretion direct a sale before 
judgment, and also after judgment, before all the persons interested are 
ascertained, whether served or not. 

53. Order XVI. r. 8 shall be extended so as to apply to foreclosure actions 
against trustees. 


ADMINISTRATION ACTIONS, REDUCTION OF EXPENSE. 


54. In order to obviate or lessen the expense of administration by the 
court, the judge in person shall have power to make an order for the 
administration of a deceased person’s estate subject to the supervision of 
the court. The order may be obtained on an originating summons by any 
creditor or person interested in the estate, or by the executors, adminis- 
trators, or trustees of the deceased. The order may direct what steps, and 
by whom, shall be taken without further directions from the court. In 
case of any difficulty arising, a summons to obtain the direction of the 
judge shall be taken out. 

55. The person named in such order shall be required, at the end of a 
time to be named, to send to the chambers of the judge who made the 
order an account with observations. 

56. In cases of small estates, the time for sending in this account shall 
be short. 

57. The account shall show— 

A. The assets realised and unrealised. 

B. The funeral and testamentary expenses and probate and other 
duties paid and unpaid. 

C. The debts paid and unpaid. 

D. The legacies paid and unpaid. 

E. The residue distributed and undistributed. 

This account shall be signed by the person named in the order, and, 
where a solicitor is employed, it shall also be signed by him, and he shall 
certify that to the best of his belief it is correct. The solicitor shall not 
be changed without the leave of the judge where any solicitor is employed. 
The account shall be filed in court. A copy of it shall be kept by the 
solicitor in his office, and shall be open to the inspection of any persons 
interested in the estate, upon payment of a small fee. Any such person 
shall be at liberty to obtain a copy of it at his own expense. 

58. Notice shall be given by advertisement or otherwise. as the judge 
shall direct, of the account having been signed and filed. Ilfafter a certain 
time, to be fixed by the judge, no application is made to him respecting 
the account, it shall be treated as final. 

59. Arrangements should be made with the Inland Revenue for saving 
in these cases the expense of the ordinary residuary estate account, and 
for substituting this account for it. 

60. The solicitor's costs shall be sent to the chambers of the judge who 
made the order, and be taxed on request from the judge in chambers, and 
the taxing master’s certificate shall be the authority for their payment. 

61. The judge shall have power at any time to convert an order for 
administration under supervision into an order for administration by the 
court. 

62. A creditor shall not be allowed to obtain a judgment for himself 
alone, if the defendant pleads that the estate is insolvent. and in that 
case the judgment shall be for administration, the case to be transferred 
to the Chancery Division ; executors or administrators shall not be allowed 
to prefer one creditor to another unless there are assets enough for all. 

63. The right of an executor or administrator to retain his own debt in 
preference to other creditors shall be abolished. 


OTHER MATTERS. 

64. The originating summons shall be extended to all cases of contruc- 
tion of a deed. will. or other written instrument where a declaration of 
right only without other relief (such as poxsession or the like) is sought. 

65. An originating summons shall be substituted for petition by judg- 
ment creditor for sale under 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112. and an appearance shall 
be entered by the judgment debtor. 

66. An originating summons shall be substituted for petition for vesting 
order where new trustees have been appointed out of court. 

67. The method of drawing up judgments and orders by the Registrars 
shall be simplified. 

68. Office copies of the same shall be confined to the operative parts and 
such recitals and schedules as are necessary. 


SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION. 

69. The rules as to service on British subjects shall be extended :— 

(1.) To originating sammonses. 

(2.) To orders in winding up. 

(3.) To petitions. 

(4.) To a judgment or order, which under existing rules is required to 
be served on persons other than the parties in whose presence the judg- 
ment or order was made. 

.) To applications under the Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks Acts, 
1883-1885, 

In cases of foreigners notice under the last-mentioned Acts may. be 
served abroad. 


AS TO COSTS. 


70. The costs allowed in litigious matters shall be all those which have 
been reasonably incurred by the client. 





i 
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71. No further costs shall be payable by the party to his own solicitor 
unless after full explanation he has chosen to incur them, and has agreed 
to do so in writing to his solicitor. 

72. Taxation in the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions shall fe 
assimilated as far as practicable. 

73. The present rules as to costs on the higher scale shall be abolished, 

74. A court or judge shall be empowered at their discretion in the cage 
of married women having separate estate without power of anticipation 
to compel payment of costs by them out of that separate estate to a 
against whom they have unsuccessfully brought an action, counter-claim, 
or other proceeding. 


As TO CosTs IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 


75. The costs occasioned by any unsuccessful claim or unsuccesafyl 
opposition to any claim to any property under any deed or will shall not 
be paid out of the estate, unless the judge shall otherwise direct. 

76. The costs of inquiries to acertain the person or persons entitled to 
any legacy money or share of any fund shall be paid out of such legacy 
money or share, unless the judge shall otherwise direct. 

77. Where some of the persons entitled to a distributive share of a fund 
are ascertained, and difficulty or delay has occurred or is likely to occur in 
ascertaining the persons entitled to the other shares, the court or a judge 
may order or allow immediate payment of their shares to the persons 
ascertained, without reserving any part of those shares to answer the 
subsequent costs of ascertaining the persons entitled to the other shares, 
And in all such cases such order may be made for ascertaining and payment 
of the costs incurred down to and including such payment as to the court 
or the judge shall seem reasonable. 

78. Stamps and fees should be revised and reduced wherever rossible, 
and particularly in the administration of small estates. 


APPEALS. 


79. There shall be only one appeal in matters of practice and procedure 
from orders made by a judge in chambers or in court, and such appeal 
shall be in the Chancery Division to the Court of Appeal as at present; 
and in the Queen’s Bench Division shall be to a court consisting of Queen's 
Bench judges, and to consist of not less than three judges. and such court 
to be made as permanent as possible. 

80, Except in the cases mentioned below there sh«ll be no appeal from 
any interlocutory order made by a judge in chambers or in court without 
leave of the judge. In the following cases no such leave shall be required— 

(a.) Where the liberty of the subject or the custody of infants it con- 

ed 


cerned. 

(b.) Applications under Order XIV. where a judge has refused uncon- 

ditional leave to defend. 

(c.) Setting aside writs for service out of the jurisdicticn. 

(d.) Prohibition. 

(e.) Injunctions and receiverships before judgment. 

(f.) Charging orders. 

(q.) Commissions. 

81. There shall be no appeal from any Divisional Court without the 
leave of that court from any judgment or order made by the court when 
sitting on appeal from any court or person, ¢.g., from a county court, 
revising barrister, official referee, taxing master, &c. In cases not other- 
wise provided for in these resolutions there shall be an appeal froma 
Divisional Court to the Court of Appeal as at present. 

The time for appealing shall be shortened, and shall he as follows :— 

82. All interlocutory appeals from a judge shall be brought within 
eight days. 

83. Motions for new trials and appeals from a Divisional Court to the 
Court of Appeal shall be brought within 14 days. 

84. Appeals from final judgments, and those appeals from final orders 
which may at present be brought within a ycar. shall be brought within 
two calendar months, instead of within a year as at present. 

85. The time for appealing to the House of Lords, in all cases except 
divorce cases, should be shortened and be limited to three months ; and the 
council requests the Lord Chancellor to communicate this opinion to the 
Appeal Committee of the House. 

86. The judge or court shall have power to enlarge ‘he time for appeal- 
ing in exceptional cases; but there shall be no appeal’ from any order 
granting or refusing an extension of time. 


PROBATE DIVISION AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION. 


87. Such of the above resolutions as are applicable to Probate and 
Admiralty proceedings shall be deemed to apply thereto. 
88. None of the above resolutions shall apply to divorce proceedings. 


CRIMINAL APPEALS. 


89. A permanent Court of Criminal Appeal shall he formed of seven 
members, of whom five shall be a quorum. 

90. Such court shall consist of the Lord Chief Justice of England for 
the time being, and six other judges of the Queen’s Bench, Division to be 
selected by the judges of that division. 

91. The jurisdiction of the Court of Crown Cases Reserved shall be 
transferred to the said court. 

92. Such Court of Appeal shall have power to revise the sentence of any 
person convicted of any criminal offence (except murder) by any recorder 
or by magistrates at quarter sessions, or by any judge of the Supreme 
Court on the application of the person convicted, or of the Attorney- 
General, and to confirm or to increase or diminish his sentence. 

93. Such application shall be lodged within ten days after conviction oF 
within such further time as the court or a judge thereof may under # 
circumstances think fit to allow. 
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for the purpose of every appeal, shall be furnished with 
the depositions, the notes of the court or judge who tried the prisoner, 
and with a report of such court or judge. And it shall be lawful for the 
court to consider such further evidence as it may require or permit to be 


94, The court, 


Pe On the hearing of the appeal the Attorney-General and the prisoner 
be heard by counsel. 


a! i judge thereof 
96. The prisoner shall not be present unless the court or a judge 
Bn 80 colar, and no costs on either side shall be allowed. Provided that 


a sentence shall not be increased unless and until an opportunity has been 
given for the prisoner to be heard by himself or counsel. 

97, Where a prisoner is in custody and is brought up, the expenses 
thereof shall be as in habeas corpus. 

98, The officers of the Crown office shall be officers of the court. 

99, Where a complaint is made at any time to the Home Secretary 
with regard to any conviction or sentence, the court at his request may 
consider such complaint and such further evidence as he may direct to be 
laid before them, and also such documents as the court shall require or 

rmit to be given, and shall have power to quash the conviction or 
diminish the sentence respectively. ‘ : 

100. The court shall not in any case have power to direct a new trial. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 10th inst., Mr. John Humter in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Catton, Grantham R. Dodd, 
J. H. Kays, Grinham Keen, Richard Pennington, W. Melmoth Walters, 
Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. 'T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £591 was 
distributed in grants of relief, eleven new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business was transacted. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. James Forrest Fviton, B.A., LL.B. (Lond.), has been appointed 
Common Serjeant for the City of London, in the place of Sir William 
Charley, Q.C., resigned, and has been knighted. Mr. Fulton is the 
youngest son of the late Lieut.-Col. Fulton, K.H., and was born on the 
12th of July, 1846. He became a student at the Middle Temple on the 
17th of April, 1869, and was called to the bar on the 30th of April, 1872, 
and is a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. He practised largely in 
the Central Criminal Court, where he was senior counsel for the Treasury. 
He was also counsel to the Mint for Herts. He was member of Parliament 
for West Ham from 1886 to 1892, but at the General Election this year he 
was defeated. He is the author of A Manual of Constitutional History. 
He has just been appointed a Queen’s Counsel. He married, on the 12th 
August, 1875, Sophie Browne, eldest daughter of Mr. John B. Nicholson, 
of Whitby, Yorks. 

Mr. E. J. Bristow, solicitor, 1, Copthall-buildings, Copthall-court, 
E.C., has been re-elected a Member of the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society. Mr. Bristow was admitted in 1847. He was president of 
the society for the year 1883-4. 

Mr. Joun Wrevorp Bupp, M.A., late Fellow of Pembroke College, Cam- 
bridge, solicitor, 24, Austin-friars, E.C., has been re-elected a Member of 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Budd was admitted in 
Hilary, 1865. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Rosert Cun.irre, solicitor, 43, Chancery-lane, has been re-elected 
a Member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Cunliffe 
was admitted in Michaelmas, 1845. He is deputy under-sheriff for Oxford- 
shire. He was president of the society for the year 1890-1. He is a com- 
missioner for oaths and a perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. James Warnes How zert, solicitor, 8, Ship-street, Brighton, has 
been re-elected a Member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 
Mr. Howlett was admitted in Trinity, 1849. He is pe to the Commis- 
sioners of Land and Income T'ax and a commissioner for oaths. He was 


for many years chairman of the Hove Town Commissioners. 


Mr. Joun Hunrer, solicitor, 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, has been 
re-elected a Member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. 
Hiunter was admitted in Michaelmas, 1855. He is a commissioner for 
oaths and a perpetual commissioner. 

Mr. Cuantes Berxerzy Maxoerrs, solicitor, Huntingdon, has been re- 
elected a Member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. 
Margetts was admitted in Trinity, 1862, after passing the Final Examina- 
tion with honours. He is strar of the county court, registrar for the 
archdeaconry, coroner for Hufstingstone, clerk to the burial , notary, 
commissioner for oaths, and this year he is Mayor of Huntingdon. 


Mr. Henny Marxsy, solicitor, 57, Coleman-street, E.C., has been re- 
elected a Member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. 
Markby was admitted in Hilary, 1853. He is a commissioner for oaths 
and was president of the society for the year 1887-8. 

Mr. Faepexte Panxwn Monnett, M.A. (Oxon.), solicitor, Oxford, has | 


re-elected u Member of the Council of the In rated Law Socivty. 
Mr, Morrell was admitted in Michaelmas, 1864. He is a commissioner for 
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oaths, solicitor to the University of Oxford, registrar of the chancellor’s 
court of the university, coroner to the university, clerk to the school 
board, and registrar to the archdeaconry, Oxford. He is vice-president of 
the society for this year. 


Mr. Henny W1ne, solicitor, Nottingham, has been re-elected a Member 
of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Wing was admitted 
in Michaelmas, 1851. He is a justice of the peace, a commissioner for 
a © perpetual commissioner, and a commissioner for the colony of 

1c . 


Mr. Wiiu1am Francis Fiapeare, solicitor, Craig’s-court, Charing-cross, 
has been elected a Member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 
Mr. Fladgate was admitted in April, 1876. 


Mr. Tuomas Raw tz, solicitor, 1, Bedford-row, W.C., has been elected a 
Member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Rawle was 
admitted in Michaelmas, 1864. 


Mr. Francis Kerripnce Munton, solicitor, 95a, Queen Victoria-street, 
E.C., has been elected a Member of the Council of the I rated Law 
Society. Mr. Munton was admitted in Michaelmas, 1865, after passing 
the Final Examination with honours. He is a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. W. Lynvon Moorg, solicitor (of the firm of Llewellyn & Moore), 
Newport, Mon., has been appointed coroner for the new county borough 
of Newport, Mon. 


Mr. Freperic CoLertpck Mackarngss, barrister, has been appointed by 
the Council of Legal Education to deliver a course of lectures, commen- 
cing in Michaelmas Term, in Roman Dutch law, the system of law which 
is in force in our South African Colonies. 


Mr. Txzopore Curtstoruers, solicitor, of Henley-in-Arden, and 9, 
Cherry-street, Birmingham, has been appointed deputy-coroner for the 
Southern division of the county of Warwick. 

Sir James Parker Deang, Q.C., vicar-general of the Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, has been appointed a Privy Councillor. 


Mr. James Cantos Parrgson, B.A., solicitor, 19, Great George-street, 
Westminster, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Patte- 
son was admitted in December, 1877. 

Mr. Grorczr Ww. Pysvs, solicitor, Barmouth, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pybus was admitted in February, 1885. 
He is clerk to the local board. 

Mr. Atnert Epwarp Rarcurrre, solicitor, Helston, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ratcliffe was admitted in November, 1885. 

Mr. Wa. Lancwortny Roggrs, solicitor, Modbury, Devon, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rogers was admitted in Trinity, 
1874, 


Mr. Tuomas Broapuvurst Sproston, solicitor, Newcastle-under-Lyme, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Sproston was admitted 
in January, 1885. 

Mr. Aurrep Stack, solicitor, Clay Cross, Derby, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Slack was admitted in February, 1886. 

Mr. Witttam Artuvur Lupton, solicitor, Leeds, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lupton was admitted in December, 1882. 

Mr. Beprorp Joun Marsu, solicitor, Kingston-on-Thames, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Marsh was admitted in 
December, 1884. 

Mr. Wiiu1,m Henry Nett, solicitor, 27, Bedford-row, W.C., has been 
—— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Nell was admitted in Decem- 

or, 1885. 

Mr. Stwox Frepsxtck Txompson, solicitor, Middlesborough, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thompson was admitted in 
November, 1884. 

Mr. Reewwaty Warts, solicitor, Plymouth, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Watts was admitted in July, 1883. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Dissoivtions. 
Biancuarp ALLEN Wontngr, St. Joun Wontner, and Cuartes WILLIAM 
Inman, solicitors (Wontner & Sons), St. Paul’s-chambers, hill. 
uly 30. So far as regards the said Charles William Inman. 


[ Gazette, ings 5. 

Ref to the above notice of dissolution of partnership of Messrs. 

Wonrtner & Sons, we understand that Mr. C. W. Inman, one of the late 

ers, has commenced practice for himself at No. 29, Ludgate-hill, 

2.C., and that the other late have taken into —— = 

H G. Muskett, who has been with them nearly ten years, first as led, 
and ey many as clerk. 

Dantet Jones and Baxsamin FRANK Lrynett, solicitors (Daniel Jones < 


Linnett), 1, Quality-court, Chancery-lane, London. July 30. 


Joun Marrtanp Watkins and Cuartrs Mostyn, the younger, solicitors 
(Watkins & Mostyn), Usk. Aprill., The said John Maitland Watkins 
(Gazette, August 9. 


yn 
will continue the bn $9 business. 


Waantxe ro inrexpixne Hover Puacuasnas & Lassnes. Ri exper fromthe 
house ha Sani examined an from The 
ny ve the tits Coy 8 meat : 


&o.—[(Avvr.) 
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FArxcomng, JANE, Tuneridge We! 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
TH. 


Division of Gloucester- Franks, Jouy, Inverness ter, Bayswater, Esq, 
" <t-law, of The Lawn, Woodchester, to Florence Justina Mocatta, widow te, Westminster ; 
of the late A. de Mattos Mocatta, and only child of the late Major Lionel B. Cohen, 
: Lirscoms—Biyrn.—Au 
i 


st, Storey’s 
on - Harris, Rosenr, Gulpho, Suffolk, Farmer Sept 
ig. 4, at the Abbey, St. A bans, Lancelot C. @’ Auvergne Li b, 7 Leeds, Fishmonger 
of le = and St. Albans, to Amy Florence, widow of James B yth, of Hearn, Samvzt, Hunslet, 2 
Wi » Norfolk. Hinprey, Apay, Leigh, Lancs, House Agent 
Luorp—Jarpixe.—A - 3, at St. Mark’s, Surbiton, Trevor Fi 
T barrister-at-law. Roy 


e, of ere, Surbiton. 


Jackson, Marcarer Winrrep, Brudenell gr, 

Baker.—Ang. 7, at ider, Breconshire, Charles William John Baker, of Glen- 

thorne, Sutherland. » Ealing, and late of 11, Sackville-street, on, solicitor, 
aged 41. 

Gronpy.—Ang. 3, 


solicitor, oni 5a his residence, Underley, Whitefield, near Manchester, Alfred Grundy, 
—— 
WINDING Up NOTICES. 


lon Gasette.—Fripay, Aug. 5. 
ia JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
i Loorep rx Cuaycrrr. 



















JouNsoy, Heyry, Winchester, Gent Sept 1 


NEwsoxy, Roserr ALGER, Upper st, Islington, 
8q 


Putuirs, Roserr, Amersham, Bucks, 
Porter, EvizaBern, Collingwood Eas 
st, Westminster 


y 
Prestox, Saran, Lancaster Aug 31 Jo 


i Suaw, Many Avy, Everton, 
are required. on or before Sept 24, to 

send their names and ad and the particulars of there debts or claims, to Edward Suort, Jane, Ashcott, Som 
Bayley and F. A. Mori, a Swithin’s House, 8t Swithin’s lane, i 


Waamast, ¢ Cuar.es, Droxford, co Southampton, 

t 

i before Oct 14, to send their 

names 2 ~Birmingean a of their debte or i » to Walter Newton 

Fisher, 4, aterloo st, ; esday, 25, at 12, is a inted for hearin 

6 j — upon the Ang ps and claims - . 
TEaMsHIP * Deuwpceire”” » +AMITED—Creditors are uired, on or before 1, to 
send their names addresses, and the parti f th rie 


an iculars of their debts or claims, to James 
Gillison and Joseph Chadwick, 10, Tower bldgs, North Water st, Liverpool 


Wess, Tou ALEXANDER, Pontypool, Mon Sept 10 
WepeRrzL, Witutam, Theydon Bois, Essex, Farmer 
Wurre, Nisrop, Trowbridge, Wilts, Mason Aug 18 
Wits, Tuomas, Eastwrey, Lustleigh, Devon, 


. ae mag Witsoy, Mary, Forest rd, Dalston Sept 2 
ytcTorY Gop 1xG Co, Luure: are on or before Oct 1, to d = 
Her tames and el the particulars x then’ debts or claim s, to Thien Woovnor S®, THomas, Palmerston vd, Forest 
W. H. Avams & Co, Loar 
and 


es Woottey, Hewry Srarer, Heather, 
D—Creditors are uired, on or before Aug 31, to send their 
Thirimens, pucreses, and the particulars of wee debts or claims to’ Alf; Wells, 
Thirimere, Purley, Surrey 
London Gazette.—Tvrspay, Aug. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Luerrep 1x Cuaycery, 
Barry Trapixe Co, Limtrzp—Creditors are i 
names and 


and the parti of their’ debts laims, o” Wile Jone 
Particulars eir debts or claims, to illi 
Holway, 122, The Exchange. Cordin 


Assort, Rozerr Jouy, Q 
fields 


Actoy, Samve., Hatherton House, nr 
ester 


are required, on or before Sept 20, to send their 
names and or for i eaticulars of their debts or claion, to John Carn: ie, 52, 
Queen Victoria st, solor for liquidator vee 


Usunarep ix Cuayceny. Coxixe, Josreru, New 
Brestrogp Tows Hawt asp Marxer House Co—Credi are required, on or before 
send their names and : 


Aug 15, to and the Particulars of their debts and CuwsixcHam, Ayye, Harnham House, 
claims, to William Ruston, 194, High <r Brentford 0 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED, 
Beawryerer Ferexpiy Society, National Beaminster, Dorset. Aug 2 


Burvexr, Epwarp Heyry, Bedford row. 


Dax1E:s, Jon, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, 
Manchester 


Dittwys, Lewis Liewe yy, Hendrefodan, nr § 
Lion sq 
Fyre, hanaExce Rixy, Eastbourne ter, 
e 


Gasket, Tuomas, Sale, co Chester, Merchant 
Goopwix, Joszrn W. 
27 


ee eerenenieeasindasnemeee 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


How arp, Hesererre Epjyz 
Last Dar oF Cram. 


Nicuots, Roserr Cravock, Balcombe, Sussex, 


Stirling, J. Toogood, New Pasree, Jaxx, Grammar st, Shettield Aug 20 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Dar or Cram. 
London Goztte.—Putpay, July 29. 
Basazs, Eiisan, ShefScld, Surgeon Sept 29 B Wake & Co 


Hexzr Txomas, Bishopagate st Within, Ship Broker Aug 31 Breese. 
water: 


Rogrrrs, Tuomas, Ockerill, Staffs, Ironmaster Sept 5 
Ross, Epwanrp, Marple, Cheshire, 


Scovety, Horace James, Jermyn st, Piccadilly Oct 3 
Surrn, Joux Jouxsoy, Stamford Bridge, Yorks, Gent 


Vavouax, Cano. 
P , 





Wuirr, Many Axx, N 
Wuire. Timorny J 






Witsox, Cuanvorre, Josephine avenue, 
Farmer Bept 16 Head & Co, Reigate Austinfriars 


Aug 31 Harling & Harling, Liverpool 





Wirxaut, Jauxs, Potmore, Hartlebury, Worcs, Gent 



















Aug. 13, 1892, 
ee ee ._ 
Sept 9 Alleyne & Co, Tonb 
Farncomsg, Wittiam, Tunbridge Wells, Schoolmaster 
BIR’ 





ug 31 Rhodes, Bradford 


Fravery, Ma RY, Foleshill, co Warwick Sept10 Bland 
Macrartaxe.—Ang. 4, at 3, St. Colme-street, Edinburgh, the wife of George L. Macfar- Forrest, Frank, Bradford, Licensed Victualler A 
a Lares, MARRIAGES. Frampton, Saran, Talbot 8q, Hyde park Sept 26 Crowdy, 
Joxns—Mocatra.—Aug. 3, David Brynmor Jones, M.P. (Mid 

), barrister 


JP Aug 31 Houseman & Co, 
6 Welton, Woodbridge 
Sept 1 Malcolm, Leeds 
Aug 31 Hope, Atherton and Wi; 
itz Roy Lioyd, of the Middle Hisviey, Saran, Leigh Lancs Aug 31 Ho Atherton and Wigan 
to Isabel daughter of the | d Jardine, ere ° , y 
Waterioc » Liverpool, and of on raed hao i hel Surbiton,” “Amund Jardine ” Hvmpnreys, Ametia, Egham, Surrey Aug 31 Barrett & Dean, 
DEATHS. 


Leeds Sept 1 Malcolm, Leeds 
JACKSON, Wituiay, Leeds, Gent Sept 1 Malcolm, Leeds 


Bowker & Son, 
JoONEs, Henry, Birmingham, Electro Plate Manufacturer 


Sept 5 G T Smith, Birminghgy 
JonEs, WItu14m, Small Heath, Birmingham, Gent Sept 


5 GT Smith, Birmingham 

Auctioneer Aug 31 Boulton & Co, No | 
Innkeeper Aug 31 Charsley, 
t, nr Melbourne, Victoria Sep 


hnson & Tilly, Lancester 
Prestoy, Tuomas, Lancaster, Farmer Aug 31 Johnson & Tilly, 
“ County or SaLop” STeamsurp Co, Lnorep - Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, | Rorn, Cie A Brr » Broadhurst gardens, Finch] 
to send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or laine to sn Co. Brunswick ples ‘City a ape ans, Finchie 
William Gracie, 25, Water st, Liverpool. Bateson & Co, solors 
Emeratp MNEs or Cotumnra, Loore i 


y rd Aug 31 Mills & 
Liverpool Sept 13 Briant, Broad st 


Mary Ann Lintott, Rogate, | 


erset Sept 10 Greenbank, Serjeant’s 
for liquids Harris & Co, Bucklers- Suyvra, Lady Fanyy, Addison rd, Kensington Aug 25 Tate, 
Great Hanwoop Coat Coxsuwers’ Co, Linite>—Creditors are required, on or before Tuompsox, Tuomas TUFNELL, Blackpool, Photographer Sept 1 
to Feet Westby. Wms tnd arene oe Great Hatword on debts oF claims, rE eas Velbeck st, Cavendish sq, Baker Aug sp 
, oo a eterafi ’ ts . 
Mpelore Sage rs EXPLonaTiox a pr Co, mand eo oe : re in Sof then en M4 Watxer, James, Clewer, Berks, Surveyor Sept 1 Long & Co, Windsor 
claims, to erney Lovett Cameron, 41, Ashley » Westminster. Saunders & Co, 
. Coleman st, solors for liq 


Labourer Aug 31 Gater, Bishop's Wal. 
Le Brasseur & Bowen, 
Sept1 Smith & Gofton, Mark lane 
Mann & Rodway, Trowbridge 
Gent Aug 13 Hacker, Newton Abbot 
Clapham & Fitch, Devonshire 8q, 
Gate Aug 31 Oliver, Coleman 
Leics Aug 31 Monro & Co, 
London Gazette.—Turspay, 


ween Victoria st, Solicitor Sept 1 Holt & Co, Lincoln’s ing 
Nantwich, Esq Aug 31 Barker & Rogerson, 


ALDER, THomas, Boctle, Licensed Victualler Sept1 Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 


Coleman & Co, Birmingham 
or, Norfolk st, Strand, and Fal 

mou 
Bixys, Janes, Leeds, Horse Dealer Sept 1 Simpsons & 


John Banee, Mary, South Pump st, Manchester Sept5 Park 
Baker, Jursa Awn, Belgrave rd, Birmingham Sept 30 
Srasp Laxe Mit Co Lamrz itors are i on or before § t 21, to send their oe 
¥ cuemes oni ’ and the erento - ne ek «dion reg TD White, 37, | Beacu, Many Axs, Leatherhead, Surrey Aug 31 Tayl 
Brown st, Manchester. Sale fs Co, Manchester, solors for liquidator 
Wueat Prosrze Co, Luarrz i i 


3 Bedford & Co, Gt Tower st 
15 Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl 
WER Pearson, Malton 


31 Stockton & Son, Banbury, 
Greengrocer Oct 16 Bond & (, 
M.P. Oct 1 Woodforde, 
Colonial Secretary Oct 10 Hill & Maxwell, 


Cuapmayx, Tuomas Paumer, Bracknell, Berks, Esq Sept 
Malton, Yorks, Grocer Sept3 H 
nr Salisbury Aug 


wansea, Esq, 


Aug 31 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
ATERHOUSE, Sharrow. Sheffiel formerly Lead Manufacturer Aug 
hawe & Hall, Sheffield’ . 


Camden hill rd, Upper Norwood Sept 15 Bell & 
Sept1 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset 


ABETH, 
os, King st, Covent Garden 
London Gazette.—Trrspay, Aug. 2. Kerk, 8 Resecca, Ness Cottage, N. tting Hill 
Greaves, Jous Wis, wv, Lancaster, Boiler ‘Maker. Sept 1. Greaves y =) -— * . 
s ’ . Smith, Denton, near Manchester Mew, Mary, Newport, L.w. Sept 17 Buckell, Newport 
ao Eacuene PRaxkis, Sheffield, Stee] Manufacturer, Sept 4. Jowsey v Jowsey, Mircuect, Many Axx, Aston, Birmingham Sept 
Warronp, eee, Horley, Surrey. Aug 31. Watford y Pateman, North, J. West & 


12 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 

Esq Sept 15. Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbuty 
Tasker, Sheftiela 

Poutarp, Frepenrick, Ipswich, Independent Minister Sept 13 Westhorp & Co, Ipswich 


Sept 24 Hulme & Co, Manchester 
31 Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 

Septs HWeé& R Pearson, Malton 

Stoxgs, Josern, Wadsley, Ecclestield, Yorks, Fire Clay Dealer Sept 3 Smith & Co, 

%, Calleott rd, Brondesbury, Kilburn 

rd, Paddington, W 
Waiswnicnr, Ricuarp, Selby, Yorks Bept5 Parker & FT 
orton, Glos Aug 30 Whitcombe & 
ostrn Fraxcis, Worshi st, Jol 
> ip bmaster 


Oct 1 Wm Urquhart, 107, 
Gardom, Gloucester 


Brixton Hill Sept 3 Wadeson & Mallesom, 
Aug 2% Ivens & Morton, Kidder- 
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D’Aviepor 

occupa 
Dickiysoy, 
Dixox, A’ 

“Pet Au 
Drake, W 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug 5. 
ig tg rborouth, eaten ti 
- wry, Peterboroug' citor Peter- 
Ackuns, Atvepet July 19 Ord July 30 
ALTER, Fangio, Bucks, Grocer Windsor Pet 


ALLEN 
29 Ord J 
ote ox a en, Auctioneer Hali- 
Pet July 14 
eiaahas, Bam, Manchester, ‘Te Tent Dealer Manchester 
June 27 Aug 
sssven, 30 Joux, Prior Rigg, 7s oe Cumbrid, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet Ang 3 Ord Aug 2 
Baxter, Witttam Joux, Green st, Bethnal Green, Beer 
Retailer Court Pet July 12 ON: 
Dasyss, Rosert Henry Francis, Mon, 
pher Ne ee Teen Pet Ang 2 Dora Aug 3 
ae ALTER ms | Watzroo, Lancs, Baker Liverpool 
Pet Jul v8 


Bent, Henry, Lvaban bef Lanes, Farmer Warrington 
Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 3 

Berry, nr Jan Lod Leeds, Jam Manufacturer Leeds Pet July 

ane, anes, scart Tug Boat Owner Cardiff Pet 
July 29 0 





rd Jul 

Biaio, Bros, Manchester, hant Manchester Pet June 
15 Ord Aug 2 

Bixcuam, Epwarp, , aloes Relieving Officer Made- 
ley Pet Aug 2 

Bo.ax, Tuomas, (Mm ag | Great Yarmouth 
Pet Aug3 Ord fey 4 

BowLey, ally West Brighton, cama Clerk High 
Court Pet July 30 Ord Jul Wore 

Busne.t, ALBERT, ee ores, Traveller Birming- 
ham Pet Aug2 Ord A’ 


Burter, Tuomas, Madeley, nr "Newoustle under Lyme, 
Potato Merchant a a Burslem, and Tunstall Pet 
July 30 Ord July 30 

Coxoy, Joun Baritey, Penshaw, co Durham, Grease 
Manufacturer Sunderland Pet Jul 7 19 Ord July 29 

Crews, Josgru, Wickham pl, High Lower Clapton 
High Court Pet June 17 Ord A: Aug 2 

D’Avicpor, Szrcius Henry, Shepherd’s yt want of no 
occupation High Court Pet June 13 Aug 2 

Dickinsos, DANIEL, Lancs, Cab Proprietor 
Bolton Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 

Dixox, AnTuuR ye; | Canterbury, Gent Canterbury 
Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 


es Wiis, jp. 3 Titeport, Cambs, Builder Cam- 


Pet July 30 Ord 
PE ay ILLIAM, Barking rd, Senter High Court Pet 
July 25 Ord July 29 


Hanrvixe, Grorcr, Lakenheath, Suffolk, Horse erence 
Bury St Edmund’s Pet July 21 Ord Aug 3 
Hanns, Meee Benyetr, West Hartlepool, Fruiterer 


land Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Hanns, Sons, Theobalds rd, Holborn, Glass Factor High 
Court Pet June 20 Ord July 29 

Hasuixe, Cuartes Sypney, and Henry James KeEn.ey- 
sipE, late Weston rd, pee, Carpenters High 
Court Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 1 

Harnaway, Grorce Rrxon, soten, Berks, Baker 
Oxford Pet Aug3 Ord Au 

Howper, wy Handsworth, “ats, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet July 29 Ord July 

Howtanp, Wituiam Tew, late 7 Mociburn, Solicitor 
Blackburn Pet June 24 Ord Aug 

Howigsox, Jouyy Keswick, late Tnnkeey r Cockermouth 
and Workington Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Joys, WILLIAM, a Dae = 5 Farmer Pem- 
broke Dock uly 30 Ord July %& 

Joxes, WILLIAM, ao Glam, el Pontypridd 

Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

idge gdns, a, Hair 

t h Court Pet July19 Ord Aug 3 

Liuovp Epwarp Frank in, permed, Organ Builder 
Liverpool Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 

Lywx, Caumay, and Sanpor Banrassr, Aldersgate st, 

iers High Court Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 


Mannix, nln E, Fenchurch st, Importer of Essential 
igh Court Pet July 14 Ord Aug 3 


KieMeNTAskK1, Maurice, Cambri 
Merchan: 


nr ted Shopkeeper 


Pass, 


Moxey, Witt1am, Cawthorne, 
ey Pet Aug 3 = Aug 
Park, Wituiam, Cromwell p! » Bomth astagten, Builder 
Court’ Pet July 30 Ord July x 
, oe yada Penzance, Frame Maker Truro Pet Aug 
4 ug 3 
Peconam, Anruur Avev stus, Shoreham, re Watch- 
maker Brighton Pet Aug2 Ord Au 
Penman, Wiiiam, and Epw ao Bristol, Builders 
Pet Aug2 Ord A 
Percnxy, G, Three = st, od High Court Pet 
July 19 Ord Aug 
Perrer, Eowarp A Barnstaple, Collar Manufac- 
P lacturer ple Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
‘oLLock & Sons, Mottingham, Kent, Builders Greenwich 
Pet July 14 Ord Aug 2 
<——" Mary Harriet, Brynma wT, Brecknock, Grocer 
P r Pet July 30 Ord Ju July 
karr, Wittiam Wort.ey, late "a ’ Norwich, Solicitor 
B Norwich Pet July 16 Ord July 29 
AuN, CuaxLes, Epsom, Surrey, Commercial Clerk Croy- 
R ion = PetAug 2 Ord Aug 2 
beCE, Gkorce, Manchester, oe Manufacturer Man- 
Ru. shivter Pek i : raison, Book: 
BIW AH, Fo! or OC 
a Pet Aug Ord Aug ne, seller Canterbury 
1AMA, Moses, Winita peer Sciama, and J sern 





Sciama, Manche: 
July 11’ Ord Aug 2” ws ri 
Mons, Anrnun Leoro.p, Tunbrid Wells, Pianoforte 
er Tunbridge Wells Pet July 30 Ord July 30 


a Ricnarp, and Cnances Ronen’ 8, Birchington, Isle 
7 Kent, Millers Canterbury Pet Aug 3 


Taytor Ry AND, Bristol, G ‘ 
Pet July 8 "Gnd Fae gor Tewvllen Brito 


Trance, J. 
‘Aug 3 Ord’ in Provision Dealer Preston Pet 


Tmomas, Isaac, Aberdare, Tailor Aberdare Pet July 30 

y 

Tuomas, Owen, Carnarvon, Car Driver Bangor Pet Aug 
2 Ord Aug?2 


ug 
Toren, Wittiam Henry, Tuomas Toren, and Frayx 
BRoapFoot Youne, Gloucester rd, Bouth K Kensington, 
Builders Court Pet Aug 2 Aug 2 
TURNER, a 


Warwick ct, Hotbora, Solicitor High 
et July 18 Oni shi 


ug 2 

WALKER, Hesse A.rorp, Lewisham, Kent, Secretary of 

aw py tone and Marble Co Ras Pet July 29 
ly 29 

Warp, Atrrep Ernest Bosweit, and Huser Rees, Bir- 
_ pam . Merchants Birmingham Pet July 29 

WaRrEHAM, , A Heard Mon, Draper Newport, Mon 
Pet July 28 Ord Ji 

WeEpon, Frepenick, ae Wycombe, Chair Manufacturer 
Aylesbury Pet July 5 Ord July 30 : 

Wuireueap, Jony, , Patentee Bir- 
mi Pet July 30 ont July 30 

Witurams, Ernest ALEXANDER Brooke. a, Wey- 
mouth, Wine Shipper Dorchester Pet A Ord 

ug 2 

Wirners, Hewyry, Maindee, Newport, Mon, late 
Dealer Newport, Mon Pet July 29° Ord July 29 

eee ———_ apes Hastings, Builder Hast- 


ings ulvy6 Ord Aug 2 
Wricut, Jouy, Notti Journ Model Maker 
Strand, Licensed Vic- 


Nottingham Pet July 30 Ord J 
Your ye, Ase Jouy, a gy he | ye 
tualler High Court 1 
A A H P oe ag aoe Aug 1 
ckKERS, ALFRED Henry, Pe’ ug 16 
at 12 Law Courts, New rd, 
Armstrone, Witiiam, Altri Ch 
itesmith Augi2at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


Arkixsox, Jonny Epwarp, Bedale, Yorks, Auctioneer 
Aug 15 at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Berry, James, Leeds, Jam Manufacturer Aug 15 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Biyeuam, Eowarp, Shifnal, Salop, Relieving Officer Sept 
14at 12 County Court Office, Mad: 

Butter, Tuomas, ey, or Ni le under Lyme, 
Potato Merehant Aug 17 vat 3.30 Off Rec, Newcastle 
under Lyme 

Dicxiyson, Dantet, Horwich, Nae Cab Proprietor Aug 
15 at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bol 

Eavupg, Tuomas Henry, Wigan, Collie 
16 at 10.45 Court house, st, Wigan 

Fenton, Joun Wii114M, Bradfi Grocer Aug 16 at 11 

* bond - i, ne so es por 

ARDNER, pases, & a, er ug 15 at 11. 
Coles & Carr, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

a Joun *Epw IN, “Lae Tailor Augil5ati2 Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Harrison, *WiuiaM Normax, Eaton Pimlico, Wine 
Me t Aug 12 at 2.30 eet cas tile Carey st 

Harrop, Water, Frome, Somerset, Auctioneer Aug 16 
at12 George Hotel, Frome 

HewninG, Freperick Grorce, Fareham, Hants, Grocer 
Aug 12 at 12 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Hewett, Frank, tom Fi rd, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 

- mony 2 Aug 12 at Bankruptey bi st 

OLMES, SAMUEL, Leeds, formerly er Aug 12 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Hopxiys, po Pe Bucks, Butcher Aug 
12 at 3 1, Bt‘Aldate's, Oxford 


Jones, Joun "Epsom, 8: moon 7 Trainer Aug 12 at 
12.30 24, Railway appr, London 

Jonxs, WILLIAM, Llangan, Roe he Farmer Aug 
13 at11 Off Ree, 11, fi, Quay st, Carmarthen 


Proprietor Aug 


Law .ess, TaHomas ‘Warrington, onger Aug 12 at 
11.15 Court-house, ‘Upper Bank st, Warrington 

Leaviss, Ernest, Sneinton, {Ni Journeyman Tailor 
ama at 12 Off Rec, St 's Church walk, Not- 

a | ae Redhill, pel Aug 12 at 11.30 
24, Railway appr, London 


Mutes, Freperick Epwarp te TH, Pembroke Dock, Grocer 
Aug 17 at 12.30 Temperance Hall, Pem Pembroke Dock 
Perman, Witi1am, and Epwarp THomPson, Bristol, Builders 
Aug 17 at 12 ‘Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Prew, Heyry, Tewkesbury, Farmer Aug 18 at1l1 County 
bl Cheltenham 


Court 

Rers, James, Carmarthenshire, Cabinetmaker 
» 11, Quay ¢ Carmarthen 

Aug 26 at 3.30 


Aug 13 at 11.30 Off 
Rocgrs, soos bey ay 

Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Rosen, NAtHan, me Dealer Aug 


12at11 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Rounp, Wau -: z Stoke upon Trent, Music Dealer Aug 
17 at 2.30 Newcastle under Lyme 

Srevens, J ay > Norton, Bi ham, Metal 
Broker Aug 15 la 23, Colmore row, ingham 

Srovery, Sa, Bournemouth ,» Coach Smith Aug 12 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 

Scort, J., Drury lane, Fruit Salesman Aug 16 at 12 Bank- 
ruptoy bldgs, Carey st 

AYLOR, oo Bristol, Commercial Traveller Aug 15 

at 1.30 Bank chbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

WILxs, bea ARD James, Leeds, Wholesale Provision 


Dealer Aug l2at12 Off Reo, 22, Park row 


Wirxs, Harry, Walsall, Grocer Aug 18 at iL.30 Of 
Rec, Walsall 
Witiiams, Henry Westwoop, fon co Brecon, Grocer 
an Aug il2at10 2, Offa “= —y a ‘ 
‘oop, Isaac, jun yo uctioneer Aug 12 at 2.30 
Ww oar tinthan, eyman Model Maker 
RIGHT, Ny e! 1 
Aug 12 at'1 ttinghan, Jouryerman Move Not- 


ti 
Youps, Tuomas Henry, Hoylake, Cheshire, Baker's 
Manager Aug 16 at 2.30 Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, 


Liverpool 
ADJUDICATIONS. 





Anse J Set bun oo Billiter st, Merchant High Court Pet 


Avpisox, R, Old Broad st High Court Pet May 16 Ord 


Bevay, Ronenr Hewry Pi Pome ge Py om ; 
Manufacturer fouls Pet 


July 29 Ord July 29 
Bineua, sy 1 Lr 
a Le = Fisheraan Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Brovastt, Tuomas Brype, and Atrrep Harvey Hay- 

, Liverpool, Timber Merchants Liverpool Pet 

July 9 Ord July 29 

nr Reetie soln 


Butter, Tuomas, 
Potato Hanley, Burslem, and 
July 30 Ord July 30 
Dewnurst, Reerxavp, late Far Townhall, Huddersfield, 
of no occupation Court Pet Jan 7 Ord July 30 
Dicxissox, Dawstet, Horwich, Cab Proprietor 
Bolton Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
Dixox, Arruur Rosert, Canterbury, Gent Canterbury 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 3 Camb, Builder Con- 
5 -¥- Jam ‘Ord Jay 0 er 
uly 30 Ord 


Bes Netiy, co thampton, Builder South- 

ampton Pet July 27 os py gan 

Gipson, Tuomas, —— Builder Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet July 23 Ord July 28 


lyme, 
Tunstall 


Drake, 
bri 


Foor, 


Harrisox, Witt1am Norman, Eaton ter, Pimlico, Wine 
Merchant Court Pet July 16 Ord Aug 2 

Haruerway, Grorce Rixox, Abingdon, Berks, Baker 
Oxford Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 3 

Hoekins, Anraur, . Butcher Ban- 
bury Pet July 23 Ord Aug 2 

Joxes, WILwiaM, Farmer 
Pembroke Dock Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Mawnptey, Jouy, Exeter, Grocer eter Pet 
July 5 -Ord July 29 ” ; : 

Masex, Guct M Piccadilly place, Piccadilly High Court 
Pet J Ord July 29 


Mayp, RWF, P albemarle eee, of no occupation 
Court Pet J July 16° Ord Aug 2 
oa Ee nr Barnsley, Shopkeeper 
sean, When Aug | 3 Ord Aug 3 
a axe a ALTER — Edgware rd. t ~ ¥ 7s 
Pet June 18 Ord Aug 2 
Past qo Owen, Chater, Ironfounder Chester 
July 28 Ord Aug 2 
Pass, ARTHUR, Framemaker Truro Pet Aug 3 
Ord Aug3 
japle Pet Aug’ le, Collar Manu- 
le 
Poo.e, Harriet, A... Ta 
Pet June 2¢ Ona July 28 
ia, i ys Te ~ Folkestone, Bookseller Canter- 
5 Ord Aug 3 
meatal Bt, Stonehouse, — Dealer 
East Stonehouse 
SHELTON, Sy York pl, st, t Btrand, Widow 


Pet June 13 July 29 
8LINy, Roper, i General Haulier Birming- 
antag A. Ord Aug 3 


8 » Wi Pp, Queensbury, Yorks, Omnibus 
— Water ttelifes 7 Pet July 23 Ord July 30 a 


ug 
Perrer, Epwarp ARruNDEL, 
facturer 


Srovz, Ricnarp, and Cuarces Roserrs, yy e 
of Millers Canterbury Pet Aug 2 —— 
— soumeme Preston, jon Dealer Preston 


ug 3 Aug 3 
eae ~ Prt Aberdare, Tailor Aberdare Pet July 30 
y 
Owes, Fesmeay Carnarvon, Car Driver Bangor Pet Aug 2 


Aug 2 

Torex, Wituiam Henry, Tuomas Torex, and Frayx 

Broavroor Youre, rd, South Kensington, 
Builders High Court Pet Aug2 Ord Aug? 
Turner, Samsox, West Green rd, Tottenham, 
Edmonton Pet June 23 Ord Aug 2 

Va Axrtuvur, Dewsbury, Coal Miner Dewsbury Pet 


Aug 29 
Wuirrngap, Jon Birmingham, Patentee Bir- 
Pet July 30 Ord Aug 3 
Wirners, 8. Mon, late Coal 
Dealer era Pet J 


ne E 29 ond July 2 
w Nott oun Maen 
ottingham ona = ocd July 30 


el Maker 
omy ny sae ec orem Aug 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anprews, Mary Any, Sy Somerset, Beer Re- 
tailer Bristol Pet July 22 Ord Aug 4 
Barron, Cuartes WILLIAM, 


Birmingham, 
Pet Aug4 Ord A 
‘est Bromwich, Publican West 
Aug 5 Ord Aug 5 
Bisnor, Harry Gsores, Hol , Snodland, 
5 


Bonn, pa. B kira My ~' 


Braxenaiper, Tuomas, 


ven Pet Aug 4 pow Ang. 
Brau y A.perto, Gresham House Broad st, Exporter 
of Coals High Court Pet Aug 3 Ord A’ 
Canvannas, Spee. Leeds, Wine Merchant Lets Pet 
ug 3 


Binv, Hannan 
Bromwich Pet 


Fe ang tN ee a 


Cuerrie, Tom, Battersea, Surrey, Qummnencinl Clerk 
Ww Pet Aug 4 Ord A’ ; 
Coturns, James, Hove, Engineer 

Pet anee’ Ord Aug 5 
Crumr, Heyry sone ae Kent, Farmer 
June 20 Ord A’ 
Dopas, | soa Bilston, Staffs, Raker Wolverhampton 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 
mae aed hee Dewars, Rag Merchant ee ret 
Fay Seve, Hemeee: Chandos Cross, Dry 
Plate Maker High Court Pet Aug 4 Unt Aug 4 
—> ws Exeter Tramways 


Gray, Tuomas, Exeter, late 
Exeter Pet Augi Ord Aug 4 
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Greex, Atsert Witu1am, Yeovil, Carpenter Yeovil Pet | 
Augé Ord Angé 
ome GrorGE eer Melton Mowbray, Baker Leices- 


Pet A 4 
Runs, TE E, guthrrank Park rd, Clothier High Court 


wees Cc, Fr eienbelt” st High Court Pet July 20 


Hooxer, ad Smarden, Kent, Dealer Canterbury Pet | 
Aug4 Ord Aug4 
Howst, Henry, Queen Victoria st, Accountant High | 
. Court Ph Feb i Ord Aug 5 2 Croya 
NcHCoMB, Harry, are Surrey, late Grocer on 
Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 
pwix, and RowLanxp Hua, I _, Kent, But- | 
Canterbury Pet Aug4 Ord A | 
Lyon, Roserr Bearrarx, Newcastle on “iene, Cement | 
, 1, pcre Newcastle on Tyne Pet Aug 2 Ord | 


ug 2 

Mawxretow, Samvet Wit.1am, Milford on Sea, Hants, 
Hotel Southampton Pet Aug5 Ord A’ oo hy 

Marstanp, Jony bye S&S =, a Chop er 
Waketield 5 

Monns, Hessen, Less, cone ion Leeds Pet Aug | 
5 ug | 

Parker, Heyry, Eton, Bucks, Coal Merchant Windsor | 
Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Parker, —— Wakefield, Soap Manufacturer Wake- 


JENNINGS, 


Aug 3 ug 3 
Purcnase, Arruvur, Pontype. Mon, Shoemaker New- 
Mon Pet Augé Ord Aug6 
Reap, James, Cardiff, Engineer’s Manager Cardiff Pet 
Aug? Ord Aug 2 


a Ricuarp Epwarp, Doddington pk, nr Nant- 
Land Agent Nantwich Pet Aug3 Ord Aug3 
Troveutox, Joux, Littleborough, Lancs, Painter Oldham 
Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5 
Tcurver, Thomas, Arruve, Tunver, and Freveri 
MacDose.t Evaysox, Stanley Bridge vo — 
Contractors High Court Pet Aug4 Ord Aug4 
Warez, oe st, Islington, ane Dealer High 


W 8 =e a , Eni East 
ELCH, SAMUEL TH, ou eer Stone- 
house Pet July 27 Onl A ee 


Wiucocks, Jous Fraxcis, "deen,  Laaes, Provision Mer- 
chant Burnley Pet Au A 

Yeoways, Wittiam Dastet, a! Gio late Licensed 
Victualler Gloucester Pet July 2B Aug 4 

The following amended notice is substituted for that 

published in the London Gazette, July 26 :— 

Kiscuast, Evance.ise C M, late of Warwick, Spinster 

High Court Pet June 30 Pet July 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Agtuvur, Bexxarp Groner, Wor . Notts, Farmer 
17 at iz Off Rec, lane, Sheffield 

Barker, Joux e, Farmer Augis8ati230 Off 
Rec, Lincoln 


Aug 


. Silver st, 
Baxrex, Witttam Joux, Green st, Bethnal -_ Fae 
Retailer Aug 17 at 12 Rankru] bldgs, Carey 


Beavas, Rosert Hewry Frascrs, } et Mon, Photo- 
Aug 17at12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chbrs 


Bisuor, Harry G Holborough, Snodland, Kent, 
isnor, Ha EORGE. en 
i Aug 2 at 3 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 
——, Day Fe Sheffield, Boot Manufacturer 
Cuxos, Jonx Barrey, Penshaw. Grease Manufac- 
turer Aug 16 at’3 Off Rec, B, John a Sunderland 
Cevur, Hewry Titetos, Belvedere, Kent, Farmer Aug 17 
Dd ae On Bes, Bek Oxon, Saddl A 
AVEY, JAMES, mn, er ug 17 at 12 
1, St Aldate’ ; 


's, Oxford 
Duaxe, i. meee jun, Cambs, Builder Aug 19 
ati2 Off 5, Petty © > Cambrid 


we 

Geers, Gronce Cuaaies, Melton Mowtray, Baker Aug 
18 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane. Leicester 

Guirerrns, Janes, Boot Manufacturer Aug 
19 1, St Aldate’s, Oxfo 


ird 
Howtrsos, Jons, Keowick, late Innkeeper Aug 18 at 3.15 
‘ockermouth 


c 
Harvrxe, Grorcr, Lakenheath, ee, Horse Slaughterer 
Ang 16 at 12 Guildhall, St Edmunds 
Hanes, Cuaries Bexxztr, West Hartlepool, Fruiterer 
Aug l6at2 Off Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland 
a ape iS ae and Moxer Janes Krexiey- 
SIDE, exton \’ > amenans Aug 16 
at220 Bankruptcy ym : 
KLemewrasni, Ang 19 ™ Cambridge grdon, Ki Kilburn, Hair 
Merchant bldgs, Carey st 
ae Evers, ted Lion on Aero — Aug 
Tat2D 
lon 21, late of ch, Ci - 4, Keeper 
‘Ang 16 atl Off Ree, 23, jee Daiwa mt, Macclestield 
Lyyx, Catnax, and Saxpor Sziv met, 
Furriers Aug 18 at 12 kruptey bide», Cart ot 


st, 





—.. 





Maven, GEORGE Ee ' Fench' ey bd, of ire, | 
Aug 19 at 12 Baalrapiy Hd 
McRowars, Suse, ee eae A Aug 
7 a 
Morris, Tuomas, Bi ptey bldge, Carey all Aug 16 at 11 | 
Off Rec, Mert 


mig tn 

Pa.mMer, JOSEPH, eld, Hemel Hi rey | 
Manufacturer Aug 17 at 3 Off Rec, 95, ple 
chmbrs, Temple avenue 

| Park, bef pe Cromwell pl, South Hoatinghet, Builder 
Aug 18 at 11 bl ee 

Parker, Jackson, Wakefield, — a acturer Aug 17 
atli Off Ree, Bond terr, W: 

Petcuey, GrorcE, by od Colt st, omen Aug 19 at 
2.30 


Pootz, Harriet been oe caidine Aug 18 at 
2.30 more ngkam 


23, 

Ritey, Tuomas AbiJaH, ag Trem Bookseller Aug 20 at 
11.15 Room 53, Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

Rocue, Epwarp Metvern, and ALexanper LeaGaart, 
Birkenhead, Hay Dealers Aug 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Li 

Stéwart, Tuomas, and JoserH Henry Stewart, Leeds, 
Boot ers Augi7ati1l1 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Leeds 
Temrie, Hexry WILLIAM, livepet. uma Aug 18 
at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Li 


iverpool 
| TaatcHer, H W: "late York rd, Wandsworth, Surrey, Pro- 
Merchant 


vision Aug 16 at 11.30 24, Railway 

approach, London Bridge 

Turser, Hersert Curees, West Pee, Corn Factor 
Aug 17 at 2.30 23, Colmore row, Bi irmingham 


Waa i 14, Newport, Mon, Draper °A 
> 


= 
wena” oe Maindee, OT tee a 


Dealer Aug 17 at 11.30 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


17 at 11 


chmbrs, Newport, Mon 


ALLEN, be | Pm ke Bucks, Grocer Windsor Pet 
July Ord A 


Rasen, ‘tues reanase Birmingham, Albert Chain 


Maker Bi ham Pet Aug 4 Ss 
Best, Hes, Bunawood, Lanes, F; dy Se 
Pet Aug 3 Ord Aug 


Bisnor, Hanry pte Holborougb, Saetiend, Kent, | 


Bricklayer Maidstone ao ass Ord Aug 5 

Bow ey, Pescy, Clarendon vils, W ate Commer- 
cial Clerk High Court Pet July 90 

Bruno, Aserto, Gresham House, Old Broad -, 
of Coals High Court Pet mW Ord Aug 3 

Busnett, ALBERT, Spark —, a Traveller 

ham Pet Aug 2 
BusHet., James Liv 
Pet July 25 Aug 5 

Coxoys, Jouy Bariey, Penshaw, co Durham, G Grosse Sener 
facturer Sunderland Pet July19 Ord Aug 

Davey, James, ae, Oxon, "Saddler Ontord Pet 
July 20 Ord Aug 


Bir- 


Eavupe, Tuomas Seer, am, Colliery Proprietor Wigan | 


Pet a 18 Ord Aug 4 

Eis, Jovas, — a Rag Merchant Dewsbury Pet 
ont Wass, toa 

Farers, WILLIAM king rd, Grocer High Court Pet 
July 25 Aug 3 

Fry, Samvet Hersert, Chandos st, Charing Seow, Dryplate 
Maker High Court Ba ang ag a O 

Gangese, WILi1aM, a, juilder bourne Pet 
uly 20 

Gray, Tuomas, Haeter, I ate Monnger of Exeter Tramways 
Exeter Pet A on 

Green, ALBERT Wintaas, te Carpenter Yeovil Pet 
Aug 6 6 

Greex, Grorce Cuartes, Melton Mowbray, Baker 
Leicester Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 4 

Harris, Cuantes Bennett, West Hartlepool, Fruiterer 
Sunderland Pet July 29 Ord Aug 4 

Hasiixe, Cuarces Sypxey, and Heynry James Keexciey- 

late Weston rd, ged Carpenters High 
Court Pet Aug 1 Ord Aug 4 

Hooxerr, Jomx, Smarden, Kent, Dealer Canterbury Pet 
Aug 3 Ord Aug 4 

Howtgsoy, Joux, Keswick, late = reo Cockermouth 

n and Workinton Pet July 30 Ord Aug ieiaiet 

ARRIS, James, Fordingbridge, co Southampton, oemaker 

Salisbury Pet July 28 Ord Aug 6 

Juvveny, James, —_ Shields, 7 a Shetfield Pet 
June 15 Ord Aug 

KISCHAST, Sindee C M, late of Warwick, Spinster 
High Court Pet June 30 = a 

Lovett, Rosert James, Newbury ks, Coachbuilder 
Newbury Pet July 6 Ord Anz’ 

Lexoiey, Georce Wittiam, Ashburton terrace, Plaistow, 
Timber Merchant High Court Pet July 25 ‘Ord Aug 3 

Lyox, BRosert Bearvanx, Newcastle on =m, Cement 


zs rT. 1848. 


1 oneal Newcastle on ata “Pet Aug 2 On 

2 

Mounts, Hxxoexr, Leeds, Cab Proprietor Leeds Pet Ang 
5 


Park, Witt1aM, Conwell well pl, South Kensington, Builder 
| High Court Pet July 30 Ord Aug 4 
Pecoram, ARTHUR y ten. ball Shoreham, Sussex, Watch. 
Brighton Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 4 
Percnry, Gzorae, Three Colt st, Limehouse High Court 
Pet July 19 Ord Aug3 
Pratt, Witu1am Wort.ey, Norwich, Solicitor Norwich 
Pet July 16 Aug 8 
Purcaasz, ARTHUR, Pealed, sam Shoemaker 
Mon Pet Augé Ord Aug 
Re > JAMES, Wnginesr’s 4 | ee Cardiff Pet 


house ane 5 upon Trent, Music Dealer Stoke 
Trent Pet 


upon — i Ord Aug 4 
Sapswortha, G L, Trafal » Old Kent rd, Boot Manv. 
facturer yee eat July 2 Ord Aug 3 
st, peers pk, Captain High 


Suarto, W_H, Albany 
‘Court Pet "May 10” Ord Au 

Simons, ArtHur Leopo.p, Tun na Wells, Pianoforte 
Tuner Tunbridge Wells Pet J y 30 Ord Augs5 

orereen THoma ae Josern Henry Srewens, 8, 
Boot Dealers Leeds Pet June 24 Ord Aug 5 

TAYLor eves Epwarp, South sq, a" 's inn, Solicitor 
High Court Pet May 17 Ord Aug 5 

We ts, Husert Hepworrn Grexviiie, and Joun Rap- 
cLirFE Crort, Water lane, Merchants High Court 
Pet June7 Ord Aug5 

Wicocks, Joun Francis, Nelson, Lancs, Provision Mer. 
chant age Pet Aug 2 Ord Aug 6 

a won | eet alsall, Grocer Walsall Pet July 2 


29 

Wi uiams, Morgan Rezs, Penarth, Glam, Bank Manager 
Cardiff Pet July 21 Ord Aug 6 

Witson, Rosertr 
Agent High 


New. 


‘ALTER, Queen Victoria , Financial 
urt Pet June4 Ord Aug 4 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Evwarps, THomas Mittwarp, Bristol, Timber Merchant 
Bristol Adjud Jan1 Annul July 29 








rs Statiener’s Traveller Liver- | 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1892. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, Taweee 
| FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER 
that their 8 2 of LANDED ESTA’ fA - 
some Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Tana? ‘Ground-Rents, Advowsons, vi 
itocks, 7 er Properties be held at the 
AUCTION ey sd BR pe apy near the Bank 
England, in the City of London, as follows :— 
Tuesday, Aug. 16 | Tuesday, Oct. 4 Tuesday, Nov. 15 
Tuesday, Aug. 23 Poche: Oct. 18 Tuesday, Dec. 6 
Tuesday, Nov. 1 








Auctions can also be gg gg # oo, és in —* or 
coun arrangement. 
ce 2” Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
fon = Pecbehe and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
vestments, Enaics, Sporting. Quarter Hesidence, Sh = 
vestments, ops, 
and Business Premises to be or Sold by anvese contract 
are Pash and ean be obtained 


f 4 a & Bridgewater, 
Esta > ia Valuers, 80, Cheapside, 


Survey 
Tandon €. "relephone 0. 1,508. 
ESSRS. DEBEAEAM, TEWSON, 
BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and OUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed tes, Town and Coun! Residences, Bf 
and § Ground Rents, 
Charges, and Investments generally, i 


Nose Property 
published on the first day of each month, and ma: 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 8, 80, Cheapside, #0. hs 
or will be sent by post in return for two stamps 
lars for insertion should be sen ee ee ete Gan fom 
days previous to the end of the preceding month. 


meses. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 


AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


Rost. W. Maxx, F.8.1., Taomas R. Ransom, F.8L 
J. Bacsnaw Many, F.8.1., W. H. Many), 


| 12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 5.W. 








THE GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOGIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.O. 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


SH THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE tn LIFE ASSURANCE whieh the sO IETY does not VURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY: 


Policies Indisputable after S Wears. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 


JAMES H, SCOTT. 


THOMAS G. rr Sr tat FP. . A., ¥.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 


24,702,000 
9,972,000 
$29,000 
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